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United States District Court 

for the 

Southern District of New York 


In the Matter of the Search of 

(Briefly describe the property to he searched 
or identify the person by name and address) 

Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, Room 
1628 


ISMAG 


Case No. 


2968 


APPLICATION FOR A SEARCH AND SEIZURE WARRANT 

property to be searched and give its location). 

Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Paik Avenue, Room 1628, a Suite that Encompasses Rooms 1628,1629, and 1630 New Yolk, New York 100 

^ImoateiUmthe-- —Sotithern_ Disttiotof New Yotk -,thereisnowcoDcealed|iAwi!».tt. 

person or describe the property to be seized)'. 

See Attached Affidavit and its Attachment A 


The basis for the search under Fed. R. Crim. P. 41(c) is (check one or more): 

S^vidence of a crime; 

0^ontraband, fruits of crime, or other items illegally possessed; 

S^roperty designed for use, intended for use, or used in committing a crime, 

□ a person to be arrested or a person who is unlawfully restrained. 

The search is related to a violation of: 

CockSectIon(s) Offeme Descnption(s) 

18 use 371 .1005,1014.1343, Conspiracy, false bank entries, false statements to a financial 
1344; 52 usc 30116 and 30109 institution, Wire fraud, bank fraud, and illegal campaign contributions 

The application is based on these facts: 

See Attached Affidavit and its Attachment A 


gf Continued on the attached sheet. 

□ Delayed notice of 30 _ days (give exact ending date if more than 30 days: 


under 18 U.S.C. § 3103a, the basis of which is set forth on the attached sheet. 


) is requested 


Sworn to before me and signed in my presence. 


Date 



City and state: New York, NY 


|4iQAorcv{>U 

Printed i 


Judtgels signature v'i/V/j 

name and title 
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TO BE FILED UNDER SEAL 

Agent Affidavit in Support of 
Application for Search and Seizure 

Warrant 


_ S pecial Agent Federal Bureau of Investigation, being duly sworn, 

deposes and says: 

1. Introduction 
A. Affiant 

1. I am a Special Agent with the Federal Bureau of Investigation (“FBF’). I have been 
a Special Agent with the FBI since 2009. In the course of my experience and training in these 
positions, I have participated in criminal investigations into federal offenses involving a wide array 
of financial crimes, including frauds on financial institutions, as well as into offenses involving 
public corruption. I also have training and experience executing search warrants, including those 
involving electronic evidence. 

2. On or about April 8, 2018, the Honorable Henry B. Pitman, United States 
Magistrate Judge, issued a search and seizure warrant for the premises known and described as 
Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, Room 1728, New York, New York 10065, and Any 
Closed Containers/Items Contained Therein. The warrant and my supporting affidavit (the 
“Affidavit”) are appended hereto. The Affidavit is incorporated herein by reference in its entirety 
as Exhibit A. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


In the Matter of the Application of the United 
States of America for a Search and Seizure 
Warrant for the Premises Known and Described 
as Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, 
Room 1628, a Suite that Encompasses Rooms 
1628, 1629, and 1630 New York, New York 
10065, and Any Closed Containers/Items 
Contained Therein 
Reference No. 2018R00127 


SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK) ss.: 
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3, On or about April 9,2018, based upon a conversation with another law enforcement 
agent who spoke to an employee of Loews Regency Hotel, I learned that Michael Cohen is in fact 
staying in Room 1628 (in a suite encompassing rooms 1628,1629, and 1630) (collectively, “Room 
1628”), not Room 1728. Accordingly, I respectfully submit the attached amended warrant 
pursuant to Rule 41 of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure for the following Subject Premises: 
Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, Room 1628, New York, New York 10065, and Any 
Closed Containers/Items Contained Therein (“Subject Premises-4”). For the reasons detailed in 
the Affidavit and herein, 1 believe that there is probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-4 

contains evidencerliTJits;^andYnstrumentalities“of'vioratiOns of“l 8 U^S.Gr^§§H005^(false-banR 

entries), 1014 (false statements to a financial institution), 1343 (wire fraud), and 1344 (bank fraud) 
(collectively, the “Bank Fraud Offenses”), 52 U.S.C. §§ 30116(a)(1)(A) and 30109(d)(l)(A)(l) 
(illegal campaign contributions) (the “Campaign Finance Offenses”), and 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 
(conspiracy as it pertains to the other Subject Offenses) (collectively, the “Subject Offenses”). 

4. Based on the foregoing, I respectfully request the court to issue a warrant to seize 
the items and information specified in Attachment A to this affidavit and to the Search and Seizure 
Warrant. 


2017.08.02 
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5. In light of the confidential nature of the continuing investigation, I respectfully 
request that this affidavit and all papers submitted herewith be maintained under seal until the 
Court orders otherwise. 



Special Agent 


FBI 

Sworn to before me on 
9th day of April, 2018 



UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE 


2017.08.02 
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ATTACHMENT A 

L Premises to be Searched—Subject Premises-4 

The premises to be searched (“Subject Premises-4”) are described as follows, and include 
electronic devices, and all locked and closed containers found therein: 

Room 1628 (a suite encompassing rooms 1628, 1629, and 1630) (collectively, “Room 
1628”), located inside the Loews Regency Hotel at 540 Park Avenue, New York, New York 
10065. The building is a luxury hotel located on Park Avenue and 61st Street. Subject Premises- 
4 is located on the 16th floor of the hotel. 

n. Items to Be Seized 

A. Evidence, Emits, and Instrumentalities of the Subject Offenses 

The items to be seized from Subject Premises-4 are evidence, fruits, and instrumentalities 

of violations of 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 (conspiracy, as it pertains to the other Subject Offenses), 1005 
(false bank entries), 1014 (false statements to a financial institution), 1343 (wire fiuud), and 1344 
(banlc fi-aud), and 52 U.S.C. §§ 30116(a)(1)(A) and 30109(d)(l)(A)(l) (illegal campaign 
contributions) (the “Subject Offenses”), described as follows: 

a. Evidence relating to Sterling National Bank, Melrose Credit Union, and/or taxi 
medallions, from January 1,2013 to the present. 


b. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement for Michael Cohen and/or 
entities associated with him to tr ansfer any interest in taxi medallions, and any associated debts or 

Imd/or entities associated with him. 


liabilities, to others, including to 


c. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement to modify loans that Cohen has 
with Sterling and/or Melrose. 


d. Evidence relating to Essential Consultants, LLC, including any documents that 
inHicutp; the nature and purpose of payments made to or from Essential Consultants or the nature 
of any work done by Cohen or any other individuals in connection with Essential Consultants. 

e. Evidence of income to Michael D. Cohen & Associates, including any documents 
that indicate the nature and purpose of payments made to or from Michael D. Cohen & Associates, 
or evidence of the purpose of accounts opened in the name of Michael D. Cohen & Associates. 

f. Evidence relating to Cohen’s net worth, available cash and cash equivalents, 
monthly and annual income, income sources, and other assets, whether held personally or through 
entities, including tax returns, personal financial statements, and bank records, from January 1, 
2013 to the present. 

g. Evidence relating to agreements, loans, and/or financial tmisactionsbetween 

Cohen and^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^|and/or by 
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and any payments from January 

1,2012 to the present. 

h. Evidence relating to payments to Stephanie Clifford, Karen McDougal, or their 
agents or legal representatives, including any nondisclosure agreements and related documents, 
and any co mmuni cations related to such agreements. 

i. Evidence of communications involving Michael Cohen, Donald Trump and/or 
agents or associates of the Trump Campaign about Stephanie Clifford or Karen McDougal, or 
payments to Stephanie Clifford or Karen McDougal. 

j. Evidence of c ommuni cations between Michael Cohen and American Media, Inc., 
David Pecker, and/or Dylan Howard about Donald Trump, the Trump Campaign, Stephanie 
Clifford, and/or JCaren McDougal. 

k. Evidence relating to Cohen’s role in the Trump Campaign, and coordination or 

consiflmtlrattwith'tfeffrtmip^eafflpai^^ - . 

l. Evidence of communications with Donald Trump and/or agents or associates of the 
Trump Campaign about the Access Hollywood tape and other potential sources of negative 
puhUcity involving Trump’s relationship in the run up to the election. 

m. Evidence relating to any reimbursement or other promises made to Cohen for 
payment to Clifford or others in connection with the election. 

n. Evidence relating to Cohen’s knowledge of the campaign finance laws, campaign 
contrihution reporting requirements, and campaign contribution limits. 

o. Communications with others, including Jeffrey Getzel and/or other accountants, 
relating to Cohen’s bank accounts, taxes, debts, and/or finances, from January 1, 2013 to the 
present. 


p. Communications, records, documents, and other files reflecting false 
representations to a financial institution related to the intended purpose of an account or loan at 
that financial institution; the nature of any business or entity associated with an account at a 
financial institution; the source of funds flowing into an account; or the purpose or nature of any 
financial transactions involving that financial institution, from January 1,2013 to the present. 

q. Evidence of Cohen’s intent as it relates to the Subject Offenses under investigation. 

B. Search and Seizure of Electronically Stored Information 

The items to be seized from Subject Premises-4 also include any computer devices and 
storage media that may contain any electronically stored information falling within the categories 
set forth in Section HA of this Attachment above, including, but not limited to, a MacBook Pro, 
any other desktop and laptop computers, any Apple iPhone or other cellphone or smartphone 
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belonging to Michael Cohen or in his possession, an Apple iPad Mini, portable hard drives, disk 
drives, thumb drives, and personal digital assistants. In lieu of seizing any such computer devices 
or storage media, this warrant also authorizes the copying of such devices or media for later review. 

The items to be seized from Subject Premises-4 also include: 

1. Any items or records needed to access the data stored on any seized or copied 
computer devices or storage media, including but not limited to any physical keys, encryption 
devices, or records of login credentials, passwords, private encryption keys, or similar information. 

2. Any items or records that may facilitate a forensic examination of the computer 
devices or storage media, including any hardware or software manuals or other information 
concerning the configuration of the seized or copied computer devices or storage media. 

3. Any evidence concerning the identities or locations of those persons with access to, 
control over, or ownership of the seized or copied computer devices or storage media. 


C. Review of ESI 

Following seizure of any computer devices and storage media and/or the creation of 
forensic image copies, law enforcement personnel (which may include, in addition to law 
enforcement ofiBcers and agents, attorneys for the government, attorney support staff, agency 
personnel assisting the government in this investigation, and outside technical experts under 
government control) are authorized to review the ESI contained therein for information responsive 
to the warrant. 

In conducting this review, law enforcement personnel may use various techniques to locate 
information responsive to the warrant, including, for example: 

• surveying various file “directories” and the individual files they contain (analogous to 
looking at the outside of a file cabinet for the markings it contains and opening a drawer 
believed to contain pertinent files); 

• opening or cursorily reading the first few “pages” of such files in order to determine 
then precise contents; 

® scanning storage areas to discover and possibly recover recently deleted files or 
deliberately hidden files; 

® performing key word searches through all electronic storage areas to determine whether 
occurrences of language contained in such storage areas exist that are intimately related 
to the subject matter of the investigation; and 

« reviewing metadata, system information, configuration files, registry data, and any 
other information reflecting how, when, and by whom the computer was used. 


2017.08.02 
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Law enforcement personnel will make reasonable efforts to search only for files, 
documents, or other electronically stored information within the categories identified in Sections 
II.A and II.B of this Attachment. However, law enforcement personnel are authorized to conduct 
a complete review of all the ESI fiom seized devices or storage media if necessary to evaluate its 
contents and to locate all data responsive to the warrant. 

Additionally, review of the items described in this Attachment shall be conducted pursuant to 
established procedures designed to collect evidence in a manner reasonably designed to protect 
any attorney-client or other applicable privilege. When appropriate, the procedures shall include 
use of a designated “filter team ” separate and apart horn the investigative team, in order to 
address potential privileges. 


2017.08.02 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


In the Matter of the Application of the United 
States of America for a Search and Seizure 
Wan-ant for the Premises Known and Descr ibed 

iNew 


as (1) 502 Park Avenue, 

York, New York 10022, (2) Michael Cohen’s 
Office at 30 Rockefeller Plaza, 23rd Floor, New 
York, New York 10112, (3) Safe Deposit Box # 
^[Located at the TD Bank Branch at 500 Park 
Avenue, New York, New York 10019, and (4) 
Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, Room : 
1728, New York, New York 10065, and Any ; 
Closed Containers/Items Contained Therein, and : 
the Electronic Devices Known and Described as : 
/-1-Van Anp le^iPhono-with-^Phone^Number-^^J 
|md (2) an Apple iPhone with Phone : 



Number _ 

Reference No. 2018R00127 


TO BE FILED UNDER SEAL 

Agent Affidavit in Support of 
Application for Search and Seizure 

Warrant 


SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK) ss.: 

Special Agent, Federal Bureau of Investigation, being duly sworn, 

deposes and says: 

1. Introduction 
A. Affiant 

1. I am a Special Agent with the Federal Bureau of Investigation (“FBI”). I have been 
a Special Agent with the FBI since 2009. In the course of my experience and training in these 
positions, I have participated in criminal investigations into federal offenses involving a wide array 
of financial crimes, including frauds on financial institutions, as well as into offenses involving 
public corruption. I also have training and experience executing search warrants, including those 
involving electronic evidence. 

2. I raalce this Affidavit in support of an application pursuant to Rule 41 of the Federal 
Rules of Cr imin al Procedure for a warrant to search the premises specified below (the “Subject 
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Premises”) and the electronic devices specified below (the “Subject Devices”) for, and to seize, 
the items and infonnation described in Attachments A, B, C, D, E and F. This affidavit is based 
upon my personal knowledge; my review of documents and other evidence; my conversations with 
other law enfoi'cement personnel; and my training, experience and advice received concerning the 
use of electronic devices in criminal activity and the forensic analysis of electronically stored 
infonnation (“ESI”). Because this affidavit is being submitted for the limited purpose of 
establishing probable cause, it does not include all the facts that I have learned during the course 
of my investigation. Where the contents of documents and the actions, statements, and 

Tnnversations of others are reported herein7 they are reported in substanee and in parVexeeptwhere 


otherwise indicated. 

B. The Subject Premises and Subject Devices 

3. Subject Premises-1, Subject Premises-2, Subject Premises-3 and Subject Premises- 


4 (collectively, the “Subject Premises”) are particularly described as: 

a. Subject Premises-1 is Apartment ^(located inside the building at 502 
Park Avenue, New York, New York 10022. The building located at 502 Part Avenue is a 32- 
floor brick residential building. Subject Premises-1 is located on theH^^loor of the building. 
Based on my review of New York City property records, I have learned that Michael Cohen and 
Laura Cohen own Subject Premises-1.^ Additionally, as described below. Subject Premises-1 is 
Cohen’s full-time residence. 

b. Subject Premises-2 is an office located on the 23rd floor of the building at 
30 Rockefeller Plaza, New York, New York 10112. The building located at 30 Rockefeller Plaza 


' As noted infra, I have learned that on or about October 28, 2015, Cohen transfeired Subject 
Premises-1 into a trust. 
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is a 66-floor office building that spans the entire block between Sixth Avenue and Rockefeller 
Plaza. Subject Premises-2 is located on the 23rd floor of the building inside of die offices of the 
law finn Squire Patton Boggs. The office is assigned to Michael Cohen. As described below, 
Michael Cohen works and conducts meetings at Subject Premises-2. 

c. Subject Premises-3 is a safety deposit box located inside the TD Bank 

branch location at 500 Pai'k Avenue, New York, New York 10019. Based on my review of records 
maintained by TD Bank, I have learned that the safety deposit box is approximately five inches by 
ten inches in size, and is marked as box^^^|rhe safety deposit box is in the name of Michael 
GohemandBaura Cohen;-———-——— --—— 

d. Subject Premises-4 is Room 1728 located inside the Loews Regency Hotel 
at 540 Park Avenue, New York, New York 10065. The building is a luxury hotel located on Park 
Avenue and 61st Street. Subject Pi-emises-4 is located on the 17th floor of the hotel. Based on my 
review of emails obtained pursuant to search warrants described below, I have learned that on or 
about January 5, 2018, Cohen received an email from an employee of Loews Regency, which 
included a price quote for a long-term stay suite based on a three-month stay from January 8 to 
April 8,2018.^ On or about January 29,2018, Cohen sent an email to a Loews Regency employee, 
stating, in pertinent part: “I just spoke to my wife and she has scheduled the move for Thursday. 
Please mark down tliat we will be taldng possession on Thursday, February 1st.” Based on my 
review of cell phone location data, I have learned that, over the past 24 hours, two cellular phones 
used by Cohen have been located in the vicinity of Subject Premises-4. In paiticular, on or about 


^ Although the quoted price contemplated a three-month stay from January 8 to April 8, it appears 
that Cohen did not move in until February 1, and as of today, April 8, cellphone location 
information demonstrates that Cohen’s cellulai" phones are in still in the vicinity of Subject 
Premises-4. 


2017.08.02 


4 













Case l:18-cr-00602-WHP Document 48-2 Filed 07/18/19 Page 13 of 201 

April 8, 2018, law enforcement agents using a “t'iggerfish” device identified Room 1728 as the 
room within the hotel in which the Subject Devices ai-e most likely present.^ 

e. Therefore, I believe that Cohen is temporarily residing in Subject 

Premises-4. 

4. Subject Device-1 and Subject Device-2 (collectively, the “Subject Devices ) aie 
particulai'ly described as: 

a. Subject Device-1 is an Apple iPhone serviced by AT&T with the telephone number 
Based on my review of records maintained by AT&T, I have learned that Subject 

'Device=Tis'subscribed todVIichael-eohen—Based-on-my review-of cellphone location-information- 

maintained by AT&T, I have learned that Subject Device-1 is presently located in the Southern 
District of New Y ork. 

b. Subject Device-2 is an Apple iPhone serviced by AT&T with the telephone number 
Based on my review of records maintamed by AT&T, I have learned that Subject 

Device-2 is subscribed to Michael Cohen. Based on my review of cellphone location information 
maintained by AT&T, I have learned that Subject Device-2 is presently located in the Southern 
District of New York. 

c. Based on my training, experience, and research, and from consulting the 
manufacturer’s and service providers’ advertisements and product technical specifications 
available online, I loiow that the Subject Devices have capabilities that allow them to, among other 
things: make and receive telephone callsj save and store contact information, send and receive 




^ Based on my conversations with these agents, I understand that it is also possible that the Subject 
Devices are one floor below, in Room 1628. However, as noted, I understand that Cohen received 
a price quote for a long-term stay suite and is residing there with his family. Based on my 
conversations with FBI agents conducting sui-veillance, I understand that Room 1728 appeal's to 
be a suite, whereas Room 1628 appears to be a standard room. 
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emails and text messages; download and run mobile telephone applications, including encrypted 
call and messaging application such as WliatsApp, Signal, and Dust; take, send, and receive 
pictures and videos; save and store notes and passwords; and store documents. 

C. The Subject Offenses 

5. For the reasons detailed below, I believe that there is probable cause to believe that 
the Subject Premises and Subject Devices contain evidence, finits, and instrumentalities of 
violations of 18 U.S.C. §§ 1005 (false bank entiles), 1014 (false statements to a financial 
institution), 1343 (wire fraud), and 1344 (bank fraud) (collectively, the “Banlc Fraud Offenses”), 

^2^UTS-er-§^§-301T6(-a)(4)(A) and—30109(d)(-l-)(A)(l)-(illegal-campaign Gonfributions)-(tlae- 

“Campaign Finance Offenses”), and 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 (conspiracy as it pertains to the other 
Subject Offenses) (collectively, the “Subject Offenses”). 

D. Prior Applications 

6. The FBI and the United States Attorney’s Office for the Southern District of New 
York (“USAO”) have been investigating several courses of criminal conduct by Michael Cohen. 
Cohen is an attorney who currently holds himself out as the personal attorney for President Donald 
Trump, and who previously served for over a decade as an executive in the Trump Organization, 
an international conglomerate with real estate and other holdings. 

7. In connection with an investigation then being conducted by the Office of the 
Special Counsel (“SCO”), the FBI sought and obtained from the Honorable Beryl A. Howell, Chief 
United States District Judge for the District of Columbia, three search warrants for emails and 
other content infonnation associated with two email accounts used by Cohen, and one search 
warrant for stored content associated with an iCloud account used by Cohen. Specifically: 
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a. On or about July 18,2017, the FBI sought and obtained a search warrant for 
emails in the account^^^^J^gmail.com (the “Cohen Gmail Account”) sent or received 
between January 1,2016 and July 18, 2017 (the “First Cohen Gmail Warranf’)- 

b. On or about August 8, 2017, the FBI sought and obtained a search warrant 

l@gmail.com (the 


for content stored in the iCloud account associated with Apple ID 
“Cohen iCloud Account” and the “Cohen iCloud Waixanf’). 

c. On or about November 13, 2017, the FBI sought and obtained a search 
warrant for emails in the Cohen Gmail Account sent or received between June 1, 2015 and 
”Nbvember“13y20l7 (the “Second'Cohen GmaiFWaiTant— 


d. On or about November 13, 2017, the FBI sought and obtained a search 


waiTant for emails in the account I 


Ithe “Cohen MDCPC Account”) sent or 


received between the opening of the Cohen MDCPC Account'^ and November 13,2017 (the First 


Cohen MDCPC Warrant”). 

8. The SCO has since referred certain aspects of its investigation into Cohen to the 
USAO, which is working with the FBFs New York Field Office. As part of that referral, on or 
about February 8, 2018, the SCO provided the USAO with all non-privileged emails and other 
content information obtained pursuant to die First Cohen Gmail Warrant, Second Cohen Gmail 
Warrant, and Cohen MDCPC Warrant. On or about March 7, 2018, the SCO provided the USAO 


Based on my I'eview of this wairant and the affidavit in support of it, I know that the warrant ^d 
not specify a time period, but the affidavit indicated that, pursuant to court order, the service 
provider had provided non-content information for the Cohen MDCPC Account that indicated that 
the account contained emails from the approximate period of March 2017 through the date of the 
warrant. 
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with all non-privileged content obtained pursuant to the Cohen iCloud Wairant.^ A filter team 
working witli the SCO had previously reviewed the content produced pursuant to these wairants 
for privilege. 

9. On or about Febi-uary 28, 2018, the USAO sought and obtained search warrants for 
emails in the Cohen Gmail Account and the Cohen MDCPC Account, among other accounts, sent 
or received between November 14,2017 and February 28,2018 (the “Third Cohen Gmail Warrant” 
and the “Second Cohen MDCPC Wairant”). The content produced pursuant to these warrants is 
subject to an ongoing review for privilege by an SDNY filter team.^ 

-^10T*^-^The^emails-seareh=^wan-ants described-above-are refen-ed-to~Gollectively-as-the- 

“Cohen Email Warrants.” 

11., On or about April 7, 2018, the USAO and FBI sought and obtained a warrant for 
prospective and historical cellphone location infomiation for Subject Device-1 and Subject 
Device-2. On or about April 8,2018, the USAO and FBI sought and obtained authority to employ 
an electronic technique, commonly known as a “tiiggerfish,” to determine the location of Subject 
Device-1 and Subject Device-2, 
n. Probable Cause 
A. Overview 

12. The United States Attorney’s Office for the Southern District of New York and FBI 
are investigating, among other things, schemes by Target Subject Michael Cohen (a) to defraud 
multiple banks from in or about 2016 up to and including the present, and (b) to make an illegal 

^ The SCO had previously provided a subset of this non-privileged content on or about February 
2, 2018. 

^ On or about Februaiy 28,2018 and April 7, 2018, the USAO and FBI sought and obtained Rule 
41 search warrants authorizing the search of emails and content obtained pursuant to previously 
issued warrants for additional subject offenses. 
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campaign contribution in October 2016 to then-presidential candidate Donald Trump. As noted, 
Cohen is an attorney who currently holds himself out as the personal attorney for President Donald 
Trump, and who previously seiwed for over a decade as an executive in the Trump Organization, 
an international conglomerate with real estate and other holdings. 

13. The investigation has revealed that Cohen has made affirmative misrepresentations 
in and omitted material inforaiation from financial statements and other disclosures that Cohen 
provided to multiple banlcs m comrection with a transaction intended to relieve Cohen of 
approximately $22 million in debt he owed on taxi medallion loans from the banks. As set forth 

drrdetaiTbelowrimthese-finaneiaTstatements^and in-his-oral and other written-statements to theses 

banks, Cohen appears to have (i) intentionally misrepresented his ability to pay cash by failing to 
disclose cash he began receiving in 2017 from new consulting work; (ii) significantly understated 
his total holdings of cash and cash equivalents; (iii) failed to disclose tens of thousands of dollars 
he received in monthly interest income, and (iv) failed to inform the banks fi'om which he was 
seeking debt relief that he had agreed to make a $3.8 million cash payment to a third party,^H 




acquisition of the taxi medallions seeming Cohen’s 


in coimection with 


debt. By making these misrepresentations and material omissions, Cohen avoided maldng 
monthly payments on his loans, and attempted to fraudulently induce the banks to I'elieve him of 
certain repayment obligations and personal guarantees that Cohen and his wife had signed. 

14. Additionally, the investigation has revealed that shortly before the 2016 
presidentiad election, Cohen made a payment of $130,000 from a limited liability coiporation 
(“LLC”) to Stephanie Clifford, an individual who is alleged to have had an extramaiital affair with 
then-candidate Trump. This payment was made to Clifford in exchange for an agreement not to 
make any public disclosures about her alleged affair with Trump. As set forth below, there is 
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probable cause to believe that Cohen made this payment to Clifford for the purpose of influencing 
the presidential election, and therefore that the payment was an excessive in-kind contribution to 
the Tmmp campaign. 

15. Based on my review of emails obtained from the Cohen Email Warrants, 
information obtained pursuant to the iCloud Warrant, and documents pi'oduced pursuant to 
subpoenas, as well as my review of public sources, I have learned that Cohen has used tlie Subject 
Premises to (a) receive documents related to the transaction intended to relieve Cohen of his taxi 
medallion debt, (b) receive documents and/or conduct meetings related to his consulting work, (c) 

receive documents and/or conduct-meetings relating to his finanees-and-assets^some-of-whieh^as- 

noted above and as detailed fuither herein, he has concealed from tire banks in connection with the 
refinancing of his taxi medallion debt, (d) receive and send documents relating to his payment to 
Clifford, and (e) house and operate electronic devices that were utilized in connection with, among 
other things, the taxi medallion transaction, Cohen’s consulting work, and his payment to Clifford. 
Specifically, as described below. Subject Premises-1 likely contains evidence concerning Cohen’s 
taxi medallion loans, his negotiations with banks, his personal finances, his consulting work, his 
tax returns, and his payment to Clifford, as well as electronic devices containing such evidence, 
all of which constitute or contain evidence of the Subject Offenses. Additionally, as described 
below. Subject Premises-2 likely contains evidence relating to Cohen’s consulting work, his 
finances, and his payment to Clifford, as well as electronic devices containing such evidence. 
Subject Premises-3, as described below, likely contains evidence relating to Cohen’s assets and 
finances, including assets that may not have been disclosed to banks in coimection with the 
refinancing of Cohen’s taxi medallion debt or documents relating to such assets, and documents 
or evidence related to Cohen’s payment to Clifford. Subject Premises-4 likely contains electronic 


2017.08.02 


10 





Case l:18-cr-00602-WHP Document 48-2 Filed 07/18/19 Page 19 of 201 

devices, including Subject Device-1 and Subject Device-2, which themselves contain evidence of 
the Subject Offenses, including concerning Cohen’s taxi medallion loans, his negotiations with 
banks, his personal finances, his consulting work, his tax returns, and his payment to Clifford. 
Accordingly, and as set forth in more detail below, there is probable cause to believe that the 
Subject Premises and Subject Devices will include evidence of the Subject Offenses. 

B. Probable Cause Regarding Subjects’ Commission of the Subject Offenses’ 

The Bank Fraud Scheme 
(i) Cohen ’s Statements to Sterling National Bank 

^ ___16_ As-setJorth in-detaiLbelow, in2014,J^nhen,Through LLCs contT olledb y him an d.. 

his wife, Laura Cohen, entered into a series of loans fi-om Sterling National Bank (“Sterling”) and 
the Melrose Credit Union (“Melrose”), secured by taxi medallions, for approximately $20 million. 
Tliough entered into by LLCs, the loans were also secured by personal guarantees in the names of 
both Cohen and his wife. Over time, as the taxi industry weakened and the medallions lost value, 
Cohen sought to renegotiate the terms of those loans and/or relieve himself fi'om their obligations, 
including the personal guarantees. As part of that effort, Cohen made a series of representations 
to Sterling and Mebose about his net worth, assets, available cash and income, among other things. 
Specifically, based on my review of records maintained by Sterling and Melrose, and public 
sources concerning the taxi industiy and the value of taxi medallions, as well as my participation 
in interviews with a Sterling executive vice-president (the “Sterling Employee-1”) and two other 


’ In the following recitation of probable cause, I frequently refer to phone calls or text messages 
involving Cohen. The text messages described herein as sent or received by Cohen were all sent 
or received fi'om the telephone numbers associated with Subject Device-1 or Subject Device-2. 
The vast majority of the phone calls described herein made or received by Cohen were made or 
received by the telephone numbers associated with Subject Device-1 or Subject Device-2, although 
in certain limited instances Cohen used a landline or other phone. 


2017.08.02 


11 









Case l:18-cr-00602-WHP Document 48-2 Filed 07/18/19 Page 20 of 201 

Sterling employees (“Sterling Employee-2” and “Sterling Employee-3”), I have learned, among 
other things, the following: 

a. Taxi medallions are small metal plaques affixed to taxis. Without a medallion, it 
is illegal to operate a taxi in cities with medallion systems, such as New York City. Cohen and his 
wife own multiple LLCs that collectively own 32 taxi medallions (each LLC owns two 
medallions).® Cohen’s purchase of these New York taxi medallions was originally financed by 
loans from Capital One bank, for which the medallions served as collateral. Cohen was not a taxi 
operator, and leased his medallions to a third party. That third paify made monthly payments to 

’Cohen, who’iirtOHrused some oTthose“proceeds to make hisrmonthlydoan payments-to Gapital— 

One. 

b. In early 2014, Cohen became a customer of Sterling when he sought to refinance a 
mortgage on a rental property that he owned. In or around April 2014, Cohen raised with Sterling 
the prospect of refinancing his taxi medallion loans, which were then at Capital One. By in or about 
September 2014, Cohen began negotiating a lending transaction with Sterling that would allow 
Cohen to pay off his loans at Capital One and boiTow more money from the then-increase in value 
of the medallions. According to Sterling Employee-1, in 2014, prior to the recent upheaval in the 
taxi industry—as a result of the emergence of ride-sharing services, such as Uber—taxi medallion 
loans were viewed by banks and investors as safe, short term credits, as the maiket value of taxi 
medallions was consistently rising. Consequently, taxi medallion loans—like the loans held by 
Cohen—were frequently refinanced at increasing amounts as the value of the medallions rose. 
According to Sterling Employee-1, borrowers typically cashed out the increase in the loan amount 


® One of these companies. Mad Dog Cab Corp., was jointly owned by Sondra Cohen, who I 
believe is Cohen’s mother. 
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and used the additional funds for other purposes. Cohen appears to have followed this approach in 
2014, when he agreed to refinance his medallion loans for approximately $22 million, which 
according to letters from Capital One in Sterling’s files—^was greater than his previous debt at 
Capital One Bank ($21 million, of which $14.6 million was a line of credit to Cohen). This allowed 
Cohen to cash out tire proceeds from the transaction. 

c. Based on my review of records maintained by Sterling, I have learned that on or 
about December 8,2014, each of Cohen’s sixteen taxi medallion LLCs entered into loan agreements 
and promissory notes with Sterling for the principal sum of $1,375,000, with repayment due on 

December 87^01 6 — Eaefrloamwas signed by-Michael onLaura Cohenrdepending on who wasThe- 

sole shareholder of the LLC. The address listed for each of the LLCs was the address for Subject 
Premises-1. The loans were also each secur ed by a security agreement, dated the same day, making 
the medallions collateral for the notes. To give Sterling additional security, Michael and Laura 
Cohen signed personal guarantees and confessions of Judgment, giving Sterling the right to pursue 
collection against the Cohens’ personal assets were their coi-porations to default under the loan 
agreements. The personal guaranty agi'eements stated that the LLCs had offices at the address for 
Subject Premises-1, and contained a notice provision that stated that any notices required by the 
agreements should be mailed to Subj ect Premises-1. In total, Sterling agreed to lend approximately 
$22 million to the Cohens’ companies. 

d. Pursuant to participation agreements. Sterling transferred 45 percent of Cohen’s 
taxi medallion debt to Melrose.® 


® Melrose, which had a business principally focused on taxi medallion loans, is now in 
conservatorship by the National Credit Union Administration ( NCUA ). 
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e. In evaluating Cohen’s requested refinancing of the taxi medallions, Sterling (and 
Melrose, consistent with its participation in the deal) conducted due diligence. At Sterling’s 
request, Cohen provided Sterling with a statement of financial condition, dated August 1, 2014 
(the “August 2014 Financial Statement”), which indicated that Cohen had $100,740,000 in total 
assets, $23,550,000 in total liabilities, and a net worth of $77,190,000.1® From my review of a 
Sterling credit memorandum, dated September 29, 2014, I loiow tliat Sterling viewed the 
transaction favorably because, accounting for loan payments, cash flows from the medallions were 
projected to be positive, the value of the collateral (as esthnated by Sterling) exceeded $42 million, 
-and the-net-worth of Cohen—who-was-the-direct-obligor under-the guarantee agreements==was 

over $77 million. An internal Sterling credit and risk rating analysis report, dated October 20, 
2014, recommended approval of the loans for substantially the same reasons. 

f. Based on my review of records maintained by Sterling and public sources, I have 
learned that over time, the collateral bacldng Cohen’s loans (taxi medallions) lessened in value due 
to the rise in ride-sharing companies. Additionally, Cohen began falling behind on loan payments 
to Sterling and Melrose. I loiow from records maintained by Sterling and an inteiwiew with Sterling 
Employee-2 that, beginning in or around September 2015, Cohen told Sterling, in sum and 
substance, that the individual leasing Cohen’s medallions had fallen behind in making payments to 
Cohen, and that as a result, the monthly cash flow from his taxi medallions had been reduced, 
leaving him with a shortfall of approximately $16,000 each month. For instance, I have reviewed 
an email from Sterling Employee-2, dated September 9, 2015, summarizing a call with Cohen— 
which according to the email and toll records for Cohen’s cellphone occun-ed on September 8, 

Cohen subsequently provided Sterling with a revised statement of financial condition, also 
dated August 1,2014, which reported assets of $99,420,000, total liabilities of $23,550,000, and a 
net worth of $75,870,000. 
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2015—during which Cohen told Sterling Employee-2, in sum and substance, about his cash flow 
problems and a monthly shortfall of approximately $16,000. In tliat same email, Sterlmg 
Employee-2 commented that despite Cohen’s statements, his personal financial information 
“indicate[d] a strong ability to make up the difference in payments.” Cohen, however, according 
to Sterling Employee-2, pushed the bank for a reduction in Cohen’s montlily payments. 

g. From my review of records maintained by Sterling and my participation in an 
mterview with Sterling Employee-2,1 have learned that Cohen and Sterling Employee-2 spoke 
again on September 28, 2015, and that during the call Cohen stated, in sum and substance, that the 

-individual-to whom Cohendeases the medallions had again reduced monthly payments to Cohen JL 

know from my review of records maintained by Sterling that between in or about September 2015 
and November 2015, Sterling raised the possibility—^both internally and with Cohen—of Cohen 
posting his real estate holdings, personal residence, or some other collateral as additional security 
for the banks.'' According to these records, however, Cohen resisted these requests. From my 
review of loan documents and records maintained by Sterling, I know that in or about November 
2015, as a result of Cohen’s representation that he was not earning sufficient returns on his 
medallions to cover monthly interest payments. Sterling and Melrose agreed to amend their loans 
with Cohen by, among other things, reducing the interest rate Cohen paid to Mefrose and extending 
the loan matuiity date to December 8,2017. 

h. I know from interviews with Sterling Employee-1 and Sterling Employee-2, as well 
as emails I have reviewed, that in or about October 2016, Cohen told Sterling Employee-1 that 
Cohen had a potential buyer of his taxi medallions, named^^^^^^^^|. who would agree to 

" Based on my review of pi'opeity records, I know that on or about October 28, 2015, around 
the time period when Sterling raised the possibility of Cohen posting his personal residence— 
Subject Premises-1—^as collateral, Cohen transferred Subject Premises-1 into a trust. 
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assume Cohen’s debt with Sterling and Mehose. Based on ray review of records maintained by 
Sterling, as well as the interviews with Sterlmg Employee-1 and Sterling Employee-2 referenced 
above, I Icnow that by or before October 2016, Cohen had entered into negotiations to sell his sixteen 
coiporate to 

for the balance of the loans, which at the time was $21,376,000. I know from my review of records 


maintained by Sterling, and my paiticipation in an interview with Sterling Employee-2, that as a 
condition of tlie transfer of the medallion loans—and because Sterhng was unfamiliar withal 
-Sterling requested that Cohen make a substantial principal payment on the loan, of 

approximately one million dollars;-prioi'-to the transfer—Cohen rejected this request-initially^But 

on or about January 31,2017, Cohen told Sterling Employee-1, in sum and substance, that he would 
make a one million dollar principal reduction payment in order to move forward with the medallion 
transfer deal with^^^^| Indeed, in an email sent by Cohen to Sterling Employee-2 on or 
about February 22, 2017, Cohen confirmed that he “agreed to pay down 1 million from the loan 
amount.” 



i. Pursuant to the participation agreements between Sterling and Melrose, Sterling 
was required to secure Melrose’s agreement to participate in the transfer of the taxi medallion debt 
fr-om Cohen to|^^^^^^m On or about April 17, 2017, Sterling sent a memorandum to 
Melrose summarizing the terms of the proposed transaction, and noting the requirement that 
Melrose agree to the terms. On or about May 2,2017, Sterling Employee-1 told^^^^^^^l 
that Melrose had agreed to the deal in principle, and that Sterling would be sending the parties a 
teim sheet shortly. 

j. In order for the banlcs to conduct diligence and evaluate the proposed transaction 
fully, they requested financial information firom the parties. On or about June 7, 2017, Sterling 
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Employee-1 emailed Cohen to request an “updated personal financial statement,” completed 
jointly with Cohen’s wife, and Cohen’s most recent federal income tax return. On or about June 
8,2017, Cohen emailed Sterling Employee-1 a Sterling personal financial statement form that had 
been filled out by hand, which referenced a statement of financial condition, dated May 1, 2017 
(the “May 2017 Financial Statement”) that was also attached. The May 2017 Financial Statement 
included a cover letter from Cohen’s accountant, Jeffrey Getzel, stating, in sum and substance, that 
the information in the statement came from Cohen and that Getzel had not confirmed its accuracy 
or completeness. The May 2017 Financial Statement stated that Cohen had total assets of 

-$4T,955,000rtotaHiabilities of $39rl30,000;-and-a net worth"of-$2782~55000^ The-May-20T7- 

Financial Statement indicated that Cohen’s assets were comprised of $1,250,000 in cash, 
$26,155,000 in closely held companies (such as the taxi medallion entities and his real estate 
holdings), $3,200,000 in real estate investments, and his $11,000,000 personal residence.^^ 

k. Based on my review of reports of law enforcement interviews of Sterling 
Employee-1,1 have learned that Sterling Employee-1 reviewed the May 2017 Financial Statement 
with Cohen to, among other things, verify its accuracy, and Sterling Employee-1 asked Cohen about 
specific line items on the financial statement, including the cash amount, value of medallions, and 
total liabilities. Cohen stated to Sterling Employee-1, in sum and substance, that the May 2017 
Financial Statement was accurate. 

l. On or about August 16, 2017, Sterling Employee-1 emailed Cohen and^^| 
^^^^^^|.ttaching a non-binding term sheet memorializing the potential transaction between 


Based on my review of Cohen’s financial statements, I know that the precipitous decline in 
assets fi'om his 2014 financial statement to his 2017 financial statements can be explained 
primarily by reported depreciation in the value of Cohen’s real estate assets and medallion 
investments. 
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Sterling, Melrose, Cohen, Tlie term sheet included a cover letter addressed 

to Cohen at Subject Premises-1. The parties negotiated the provisions of the term sheet and, on or 
about September 5, 2017, Sterling Employee-1 sent Cohen a copy of the 

executed term sheet. According to the term sheet,^^^^^^^would borrow $20,000,000 
from Sterling and Mefrose, to be secured by the medallions that^^^^^^^^^was to acquire from 
Cohen. 

m. As part of the agi-eement, according to tire teim sheet, $1,265,913 in principal (which 
is what would remain after the $20,000,000 payment on the outstanding loan balance) would be 

"^repaid-by-Gohen anddhe twG-banfcsrwitli Cohen paying-fifty-percent and the-banlcs dividing the- 

remaining half of the balance. Based on my review of an internal. Sterling credit memorandum, 
dated October 4,2017, the parties reached apreliminary agi'eement that Cohen would pay $632,956 
of the remaining $1,265,912 principal loan balance, and Sterling and Mefrose would absorb 
$357,167 and $275,789, respectively, in the form of chai-ge-offs. According to Sterling Employee- 
1, Sterling was willing to divide the repayment of the outstanding principal balance—despite its 
prior insistence that Cohen make a principal pay-down of at least one million dollars ^because 
Cohen represented on a telephone call with Sterling Employee-1, in sum and substance, that he had 
insufficient liquidity to pay the full outstanding principal balance. As paid of the agreement. Sterling 
and Mefrose also agreed to relieve Cohen and his wife of the personal guai'antees that they made 
on behalf of the LLCs. Thus, after completing the ^^^^|transaction, Cohen would no longer 
have had any outstanding obligations to Sterling or Mefrose. 

n. Based on my review of emails sent by Sterling employees, I have learned that 
because the transaction between the parties was subject to full credit underwriting by Sterling and 
Mefrose (as well as Mefrose’s regulators at NCUA), in August and September 2017, Sterling 
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required and requested additional financial statements and tax returns for Cohen and 
for its credit underwriting process. In response to Sterling’s requests, on or about September 25, 
2017, Cohen emailed Sterling Employee-2 a copy of his 2016 tax return. The tax return listed 
Cohen’s mailing address as Subject Premises-1. Additionally, on or about October 5,2017, Cohen 
re-sent Sterling Employee-2 a copy of his May 2017 Financial Statement. A day later, on October 
6, 2017, Cohen emailed Sterling Employee-2 a statement of financial condition, dated September 
30, 2017 (die “September 2017 Financial Statement”). 

o. Like the May 2017 Financial Statement, the September 2017 Financial Statement 

“included a eover-letter-from Jeffl'ey Cetzelj-Cohen^ accountanCstating, in sum and substancej-that_ 

the information in the statement came from Cohen, and that Getzel had not confirmed its accuracy 
or completeness. The September 2017 Financial Statement stated that Cohen had total assets of 
$33,430,000, total liabilities of $45,630,000, and a negative net worth of $12,200,000.^^ Notably, 
unlike Cohen’s May 2017 Financial Statement, the September 2017 Financial Statement 
represented to Sterling that Cohen had a negative net worth. The September 2017 Financial 
Statement indicated that Cohen’s assets were comprised of $1,250,000 in cash, $17,630,000 in 
closely held companies (including the taxi medallion entities and his real estate holdings), 
$3,200,000 in real estate investments, and his $11,000,000 personal residence (which, for die first 



Based on my review of Cohen’s financial statements, I Icnow that this further decline in 
assets can be explained primarily by reported depreciation in the value of Cohen’s real estate assets 
and medallion investments. 

Notably, the September 2017 Financial Statement valued each of Cohen’s thii-ty-two New 
Yoi'k taxi medallions at approximately $180,187.50, whi^^vj^^^^msiderably less than the 
$650,000 valuation ascribed to each medallion in the Cohen-^^^^Hterm sheet. 
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time, he indicated was held by a trust).The September 2017 Financial Statement included assets 
and liabilities not held in Cohen’s name, such as various entities associated with his taxi medallions 
and some of his real estate investment entities. 

p. From my participation in an interview with Sterling Employee-2, arid my review of 
records maintained by Sterling, I have also learned that around the time Cohen provided Sterling 
with these financial statements—i.e., in or around September 2017—Cohen stopped paying 
mondily loan payments on his taxi medallion loans altogether. According to Sterling Employee- 
2, Cohen informed Sterling, in sum and substance, that he had insufficient fiinds to pay the monthly 

-principal and-interest payments-omhis medallion-loans^ By-in-or about DeGember42017T^Sterling 

and Melrose had not been paid approximately $276,937.92 in monthly principal and interest 
payments on the medallion loans. Based on Cohen’s financial condition as conveyed in the 
September 2017 Financial Statement, and his delinquency in making payments to Sterling, among 
other things, the bank’s credit underwriting committee deteimined (and memorialized in a 
December 2017 memorandum) that the Coher^^^^^|ransaction was favorable for the bank 
- that is, that ^^^^^^ivould be a better borrower than Cohen. 

q. On or about December 26, 2017, Sterling sent Cohen a demand letter requesting 
the immediate receipt of past-due loan payments. The demand letter was addi'essed to Cohen at 
Subject Premises-1. On December 29, 2017, Sterling sent Cohen a letter stating that he was in 
default rmder the loans between Sterling and Cohen’s medallion corporations. The notice of 
default was addressed to Cohen at Subject Premises-1. Cohen did not make an immediate payment 
on the loans, but instead sent an e-mail to Sterling Employee-1 on or about January 24, 2018, 

Based on my review of property records maintained by the City of New York, and my 
participation in an interview with Getzel, I know that in 2015, Cohen transferred his residence to 
a trust. He did not disclose that transaction to Getzel or Sterling nntil in or about September 2017. 
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stating that during the closing of the Cohen-^^^^^^^|ransaction, Cohen would “bring all 
payments up to date as well as deposit the payoff differential.” Cohen also requested by email on 
Januaiy 24,2018, that at the closing of the Cohen^^^^|. transaction, Sterling provide a letter 
stating that all of Cohen’s debts have been satisfied and that Cohen’s personal guarantees of the 
medallion loans had been terminated. 

r. The Cohen^^^^^^|ti‘ansaction, howevei', did not close. On or about January 

29, 2018, attorney emailed attorneys for Sterling and stated that “at this time 

there is no deal with Michael Cohen. Some of the numbers have changed and v'e are not prepared 

-to go forwardT^^^—----=—^-—- 

s. Based on my participation in the interview with Sterling Employee-2 and my 
review of records maintained by Sterling, I know that after the Cohen-^^^^^^^|deal fell apart. 
Sterling' assigned Cohen’s loans to Sterling Employee-3, who specializes in collecting on 
defaulting loans. From my participation in an interview with Sterling Employee-3, my review of 
telephone call notes talcen by Sterling Employee-3, and my review of telephone records, I know 
tliat Sterling Employee-3 spoke several times to Cohen on or about January 30,2018 about paying 
down and/or restructuring Cohen’s outstanding taxi medallion loans. On the calls, which in total 
lasted more than an hour, Cohen stated in sum and substance that he did not have more than 
$1,250,000 to pay toward the medallion loans. On the call, in the com'se of reviewing the failed 
Cohen-^^^^l ti-ansaction. Sterling Ernployee-3 questioned Cohen about the price 

was to have paid for each medallion, and whether there was a side agreement between 
Cohen and Cohen denied that there was any side agi'eement with^^^^^| 

t. On or about January 31, 2018, Cohen emailed Sterling Employee-3 and proposed 
paying $500,000 to bring the loans current and $750,000 to bring the principal balance to 
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$20,500,000. Cohen also suggested revised monthly interest payment amounts. The signature 
block on the email indicated that Cohen’s address was the address for Subject Premises-2. On or 
about January 31, 2018, Sterling Employee-3 responded to Cohen and stated, in sum and 
substance, that Cohen would need to pay the entirety of the overdue payments and pay down the 
principal balance of the loan to $20,000,000 (in total, a payment of approximately $1,750,000), 
and would need to make larger monthly interest payments. 

u. On or about Februaiy 1, 2018, Cohen emailed Sterling Employee-3 and proposed 
“[pjayment of $1.250m which ALL can be used to pay down principal, if [Sterling] will waive 

past-due-amountsT^but-stated-^Ldo NOT have-more-than the $L2-50mA^(Emphasis in originaL)- 

Cohen also stated, in sum and substance, that he had insufficient financial resources to post 
additional collateral or pre-fund monthly payments. The signature block on the email indicated 
that Cohen’s addixss was the addi-ess for Subject Premises-2. Based on my participation in an 
interview with Sterling Employee-3, I have learned that since January 30, 2018, Sterling has 
continued to renegotiate the medallion loans with Cohen based on Cohen’s representations about 
his current financial position. In paiticulai’, according to Sterling Employee-3, Cohen and Sterling 
have an agreement in principal to restruchire Cohen’s loans based in part of Cohen’s agreement to 
make a principal payment of approximately $750,000, to make a payment of $500,000 to become 
current on interest pa)mients, and to post $192,000 in cash collateral for his firture monthly 
payments on the loan. Cohen also agreed to pledge an interest he had in a property. Sterling 
Employee-3 has stated that had Cohen indicated he had more than $1,250,000 available to him. 
Sterling would have, among other things, negotiated for a lai'ger reduction to the principal amount 


of the loan. 
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(ii) Cohen Made Material Misrepresentations About His Finances to Banks 

Cohen Concealed fi'om Sterling and Melrose Cash Derived from Consulting Work 

17. As set forth in detail below, despite multiple written and oral representations by 
Cohen to Sterling (and, by extension, Mebose^^) that he had insufficient funds to pay do^ATi the 
principal balance of the medallion loans, malce monthly interest payments, or pay past-due 
amounts, it appears that between 2016 and the present, Cohen opened and maintained bank 
accounts at First Republic Bank (“First Republic”), and then received millions of dollars in 
consulting payments in these accounts, which he did not disclose to Sterling. Cohen set up these 
-accounts andreceiyed^these,funds_duilng_thewery perioditL which he m a de disclos ures to Sterlin gs 
about his personal finances (including his assets and liabilities) and his ability to make payments 
on the medallion loans. In these disclosures to Sterling—and despite being asked about these bank 
accounts by his accountant—Cohen misled the banlc by claiming he had insufficient liquidity to 
satisfy his obligations or meet the bank’s demands, while withholding information about these 
ongoing revenue streams and liquid financial assets at Fii'st Republic. 

18. Specifically, based on my review of documents and bank records produced 
pursuant to a subpoena by Fhst Republic, and my participation in and review of reports of 
interviews with a First Republic sales manager (“First Republic Employee-1”) and a First Republic 
senior managing dkector (“Fnst Republic Employee-2”), I have learned, among other tilings, the 
following: 


Based on my review of a report of an interview conducted with an employee of Melrose, I 
have learned that, pursuant to the participation agreement between Sterling and Mebose, Cohen’s 
financial statements and other records in Sterling’s possession were forwarded to Meh^s^^fc^ 
Mebose could make a determination as to whether to approve of the Cohen-^^^^^^ 
transaction. Based on my review of reports of interviews wM^elros^mployees, 1 also know 


that Cohen called employees at Mebose regai'drng the Cohetij 


Iransaction. 
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a. Cohen and his wife have been customers of Fhst Republic since approxhnately 
June 2011. Cohen controls several checking and loan accounts at Fhst Republic, some in his own 
name and others in the names of corporate entities. According to First Republic’s loiow-your- 
customer records on Cohen,his primaiy physical address is the address for Subject Pi-emises-1. 

b. On or about October 26, 2016, in Manliattan, New York, Cohen opened a new 
checking account at First Republic in the name of Essential Consultants LLC (the “Essential 
Consultants Account”). Cohen was the only authorized signatory on the account. According to 
account opening documents, the primary address for Essential Consultants LLC was the address 

for Subject Pi-emises-l^When Cohen opened th&^Essential Consultants-AecountsrFirst Republic- 

Employee-1 conducted an in-person interview of Cohen. In response to a series of loiow-your- 
customer questions about the purpose of the account—^the answers to which First Republic 
Employee-1 entered into a form^®—Cohen stated, in sum and substance, that he was opening 
Essential Consultants as a real estate consulting company to collect fees for investment consulting 
work, and all of his consulting clients would be domestic individuals based in the United States. 
Cohen also stated, in sum and substance, that his purpose in setting up the account was to keep the 
revenue from his consulting business—^which he said was not his main source of income—separate 
fi-om his personal finances. As set foilh below, there is probable cause to believe that Cohen’s 
statements about the intended purpose of the account and source of funds for the account were 
false. Specifically, as described below, the account was not intended to receive—^and does not 


Certain financial mstitutions are requfred to conduct such procedmres pursuant to the Bank 
Secrecy Act and its implementing regulations. See 31 U.S.C. § 5318; 31 C.F.R. § 1020.220. 

First Republic Employee-1 fust filled out the form on the day he interviewed Cohen, October 
26, 2016. On or about December 19, 2016, at the request of bank compliance personnel. First 
Republic Employee-1 updated the form to add more detail about Cohen’s statements. 
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appear to have received—^money in connection with real estate consulting work; in addition, the 
account has received substantial payments from foreign sources. 

c. I know from my review of First Republic banlc records that were scheduled by an 
FBI forensic accountant that after Cohen opened the Essential Consultants Account, Cohen 
received payments into that account finm foreign businesses and entities that do not reflect the 
stated client profile for the residential and commercial real-estate consulting services. Specifically, 
fi'om my review of the Essential Consultants Account schedule and public sources, I know the 
following: 

_^_i^Beginning-on-oi-aboutJanuary 31,=20-l-7, Cohen began receiving-monthly- 

payments of $83,333 into the Essential Consultants Account from an entity called Columbus Nova 
EEC. According to public somnes, Columbus Nova is an investment management firm controlled 
by Renova Group, an industrial holding company based in Zurich, Switzerland that is controlled 
by Russian national Viktor Vekselberg. From January 2017 to August 2017, the Essential 
Consultants Account received seven payments totaling $583,332.98 from Columbus Nova EEC. 

ii. Beginning on or about April 5, 2017, the Essential Consultants Account 
began receiving payments from Novartis Investments, SARE, which I believe to be the in-house 
financial subsidiary of the Swiss phaimaceutical company Novartis International AG (“Novartis”). 
Between April 2017 and February 2018, the Essential Consultants Account received eleven wire 
payments from a Swiss banlc account held in the name of Novartis, each in the amount of $99,980, 
for a total of $1,099,780. 

iii. Beginning in or about April 2017, the Essential Consultants Account started 
receiving wire payments from a bank account associated with the telecommunications company 
AT&T Inc. (“AT&r’). Specifically, on or about April 14, 2017, AT&T sent $100,000 to the 
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Essential Consultants Account and, from in or about June 2017 to in or about January 2018, the 
Essential Consultants Account received ten $50,000 payments fi'oin AT&T. In total, AT&T sent 
$600,000 to the Essential Consultants Account. 

iv. On or about May 10, 2017, June 9, 2017, July 10, 2017, and November 27, 
2017, the Essential Consultants Account received four deposits in the amount $150,000 (totaling 
$600,000) fi-om a bank account in South Korea. The account holder from which the money was 
sent is Korea Aerospace Industries Ltd. (“KAI”). KAI is a South Korea-based company that 
produces and sells fixed-wing aircraft, helicopter aircraft, and satellites to the United States 
Jlepartment of Defense, among other customers .^_-- - . .. 

V. On or about May 22, 2017, the Essential Consultants Account received a 
$150,000 deposit from an account at Kazkommertsbanlc, a Kazakhstani bank. The listed account 
holder at Kazkommertsbanlc was a second Kazaldistani bank named BTA Bank, AO. A message 
accompanying the wire payment indicated that the payment was a “monthly consulting fee as per 
Inv BTA-101 DD May 10, 2017 consulting agreement W/N DD 08 05 2017 CNTR W/NDD 
08/05/2017.” 

vi. In total, from on or about January 31,2017 to on or about February 1,2018, 
the Essential Consultants Account received approximately $3,033,112.98 in transfers and checks 
from the aforementioned entities. As of on or about January 10, 2018, the balance in the Essential 
Consultants Account was $1,369,474.23. Cohen’s withdrawals from the Essential Consultants 
account reveal tliat it was used for largely personal purposes, including to pay, among other things, 
American Express bills and fees from “the Core Club,” a private social club in New York. 

d. On or about April 4, 2017, Cohen opened another new checking accoimt at First 
Republic, this one in the name of Michael D. Cohen & Associates, P.C. (the “MDC&A Account”). 
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Cohen was the only authorized signatory on the account. According to account opening 
documents, the primary address for MDC&A Account was the address for Subject Premises-1. 
Among other thmgs, the MDC&A Account received ten wire transfers and one check &om an 
account in the name of Squire Patton Boggs, a law firm. As noted above, Subject Premises-2 is 
located inside the New York office of Squire Patton Boggs. In total, from on or about April 5, 
2017, to on or about January 2,2018, the MDC&A Account received $426,097.70 in deposits, and 
the balance in the account as of January 2, 2018, was $344,541.35. As discussed below, Cohen 
never disclosed any of the balance in the Essential Consultants or MDC&A accounts to Sterling 


during-the~negotiations-with=^respeet to-the I 


lansaction or the subsequent-loan¬ 


refinancing negotiations, including in his May 2017 Financial Statement and September 2017 


Financial Statement. 

19. Based on my review of emails that were seized pursuant to the Cohen Email 
WaiTants, and my review of reports of interviews witli employees of AT&T and Novai'tis, it 
appears that the aforementioned payments to the Essential Consultants Account and MDC&A 
Account were for political consulting work, including consulting for intei'national clients on issues 
pending before the Tramp administration. Specifically, from my review of emails from the Cohen 
Gmail Account, the Cohen MDCPC Account, and public sources, I have learned the following: 

a. On or about April 28, 2017, Cohen sent an email to an individual whom I believe 
is affiliated with KAI. In the email, Cohen attached a “Consulting Agreement” between KAI and 
Essential Consultants dated as of about May 1, 2017. The agreement indicates that Essential 
Consultants had the address of Subject Premises-2. The document indicates that Essential 
Consultants would render “consulting and advisory services, as requested by KAI, and that KAI 


would pay Essential Consultants “a consulting fee of One Million Two Hundred Thousand 
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($1,200,000.00) US Dollars,” disbursed thi'ough eight $150,000 mstallments between May 2017 
and December 2017. I have also reviewed invoices in amounts of $150,000 that Cohen emailed 
to an individual whom I believe is affiliated with KAI. At the top of the invoices the address listed 
for Essential Consultants is the address for Subject Premises-2. 

b. On or about May 8, 2017, Cohen sent an email to an individual whom I believe is 
affiliated with BTA Banlc. The signature block on Cohen’s email listed “Essential Consultants 
LLC” and “Michael D. Cohen & Associates, PC” and provided the address for Subject Premises- 
2. In the email, Cohen attached a document purporting to be a “Consulting Agreement” between 

BTA-Bank and Essential-Consultants dated as of about May 8,2017.—The agieementindicates-that- 

Essential Consultants had the address of Subject Premises-2. The document indicates that 
Essential Consultants would render ‘Consulting and advisory services” to BTA Bank, and that 
BTA Bank would pay Essential Consultants “a consulting fee of One Million Eight Hundred 
Thousand ($1,800,000.00) US Dollars,” disbursed thi'ough monthly payments of $150,000. On or 
about May 10,2017, Cohen sent an email to an employee of BTA Banlc, and attached to the email 
an invoice to BTA Banlc in the name of Essential Consultants, with the address of Subject Premises- 
2. The invoice contemplated a $150,000 payment to Essential Consultants for a “monthly 
consulting fee.” 

c. On or about January 23, 2017, Cohen appears to have entered into a consulting 
agreement with AT&T, which contemplates that Essential Consultants “shall render consulting and 
advisory services to [AT&T]” and that AT&T would “advise [Essential Consultants] ofthose issues 
and matters with respect to which AT&T Services desires [Essential Consultants]’s assistance and 
advice.” The agi-eement indicates that Essential Consultants had the addi'ess of Subject Premises- 
1. The contract calls for AT&T “to pay the Consultant for his services ... a consulting fee of Fifty 
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Thousand ($50,000) Dollai's ... per month.” Based on my review of reports of interviews with 
AT&T employees, I have learned diat AT&T retained Cohen to consult on political issues, 
including net neutrality, the merger between AT&T and Time Warner, and tax reform. 

d. On or about March 1, 2017, Cohen appears to have entered into a contract between 
Novartis and Essential Consultants, which provides that Essential Consultants will “provide 
consulting and advisory services to Novartis on matters that relate to the repeal and replacement of 
the Affordable Care Act in the US and any other issues mutually agreeable to [Essential 
Consultants] and Novartis.” The conti'act provides for a “consulting fee of One Million Two 
Hrmdr:ed-Thousan(L($l,200,000L) US dollars,” toEe paidToJBssentiaLConsultantsJiLfi qual monlh ljL 
installments over the course of a year. Based on my review of reports of interviews with Novartis 
employees, I have learned that Novartis retained Cohen to provide political consulting services and 
to gain access to relevant policymakers in the Tinimp Administration. 

e. In or about Febmaiy 2017, Cohen began negotiating the terms of a “strategic 
alliance” with Squire Patton Boggs. On or about March 4, 2017, Squire Patton Boggs emailed 
Cohen a “strategic alliance agreement.” Under the terms of the agreement, Cohen agreed to 
generate business for the law firm, and Squire Patton Boggs agreed to pay to Cohen “an annual 
strategic alliance fee of $500,000, payable in twelve (12) equal monthly installments.” Squu'e 
Patton Boggs also agreed to provide Cohen with “dedicated and segregated office space hr [Squire 
Patton Boggs’s] New York and Washington D.C. offices, which office space shall be physically 
separate from [Squire Patton Boggs’s] offices and have locked doors and its own locked file 
cabinets.” On or about April 3, 2017, Squire Patton Boggs announced on its website that is had 
formed a “strategic alliance” with Michael D. Cohen & Associates and would “jointly represent 
clients.” 
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20. Despite the significant amount of money that Cohen received into the Essential 
Consultants Account and the MDC&A Account, and the cash balance in both accounts, Cohen did 
not disclose that infoiination to Sterling or Mehose. Specifically, based on my review of documents 
provided by Getzel (as noted above, Cohen’s accountant at the time), my participation in an 
Getzel, notes and I 

have learned the following: 

a. In or about May 2017, Getzel met with Cohen at Subject Pi‘emises-2. At the 
meeting, Cohen told Getzel, in sum and substance, that he had set up a law practice called Michael 
-D^Cohen & Associates E.C., and a consulting-company calledEssentiaLGonsultants LLC.„C_Qhea_ 
told Getzel, in sum and substance, that he expected to earn $75,000 per month in connection with 
his law practice, and that he expected gross revenues for the consulting business to be between five 
and six million dollars annually. 

b. In or about October 2017, if not earlier, Getzel was preparing a personal financial 
statement for Cohen. On or about October 6, 2017, Getzel sent an email to Cohen in which Getzel 
wrote that “[ajttached is a draft of the new PFS as of September 30, 2017” and attached a draft of 
the September 2017 Financial Statement. The draft statement reflected that as of September 30, 
2017, Cohen had only $1,250,000 in cash, total assets of approximately $33,430,000 (comprised of 
taxi medallion intei-ests, real estate interests, and his personal residence and propeify), and liabihties 
of approximately $45,630,000, leaving him purportedly over $ 12 million in debt. In the same email, 
Getzel questioned Cohen, in sum and substance, about the fact that the financial statement did not 
list any value associated with either the Essential Consultants Account or the MDC&A Accomit: 
“[w]e did not add any value for you[r] two operating entities - Michael D. Cohen & Associates 
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POC [.y/c] and Essential Consultants LLC. Please advise whether or not these should be diselosed 
and what value.” 

e. On Or about October 6,2017, Cohen called Getzel by telephone—which is reflected 
on toll records for Cohen’s cellphone—and told Getzel, in sum and substance, not to include 
Essential Consultants or MDC&A in the September 2017 Financial Statement because they had no 
value. On or about October 6, 2017, following the call with Getzel, Cohen, using the Cohen 
Account, responded to Getzel’s email with the answer “[l]ooks good to me.” Cohen never directed 
Getzel to make any changes to his cash position as listed in the September 2017 Financial 

StatemenC-ImaJetter-dated-October- 6,-2017, addressed to-Getzel, Cohem stated, ALhave^reviewed- 

the attached statement of fina ncial condition and find it to be correct and consistent with the 
representations that I made to your firm. The attached is an accurate reflection of my assets, 
liabilities and net worth (deficit) as of September 30, 2017.” Attached to that letter was the 
September 2017 Financial Statement, which, as noted above, was then transmitted to Sterling in 
connection with the proposed taxi medallion transaction between Sterling, Cohen, and^^^^^^^^ 

21. Based on my review of a report of an inteiview with Sterling Employee-1,1 have 
learned that Cohen did not disclose his income stream fi'om Essential Consultants to Sterling 
Employee-1 or, to his Icnowledge, anyone else at Sterling. According to Sterling Employee-1, 
knowledge of such an income stream would have affected Sterling’s demands during the 
negotiations, particularly with respect to the amount of a principal paydown of Cohen’s debt. 

Cohen Understated His Available Cash 

22. In addition to withholding the existence of his Essential Consultants income firom 
Sterling and Melrose, it appears that Cohen also substantially understated his available cash and 
cash equivalents in his financial disclosures. Specifically, I know ixom my review of the September 
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2017 Financial Statement that Cohen provided to Sterling that Cohen represented that he had 
$1,250,000 in cash as of September 30, 2017. I also know that on or about January 30, 2018, in a 
telephone call with Sterling Employee-3, and on February 1, 2018, in an email to Sterling 
Employee-3, Cohen represented that he did not have more than $1,250,000 in cash. But, fi'om my 
review of a summary of bank records that were scheduled by forensic accountants, I have learned 
that Cohen had approximately $5,000,000 in cash and cash equivalents as of September 30,2017. 
Additionally, as of February 1, 2018, Cohen had approximately $6,000,000 in cash and cash 
equivalents. Specifically, from my review of the account schedule and bank records, I have learned 

the following:-—----—-- - ——-— - 

a. Cohen has three checking and/or savings accounts at Capital One Bank, one of 
which is in his wife’s name. As of September 30, 2017, Cohen had $1,105,680.35 in his savings 
account, and $1,262,982.29 in total in the thi*ee accounts at Capital One Banlc. As of February 1, 
2018, Cohen had a total of $1,389,245.78 in these accounts. 

b. Cohen has thi-ee accounts at Morgan Stanley in his name. As of September 30, 
2017, the combined total in cash and cash equivalents in those three accounts was $1,270,600.41. 
As of February 1,2018, Cohen had $1,284,996.13 in these accounts. 

c. As of September 30,2017, Cohen had $260,689.18 in an account at SignatoeBank. 
As of February 1,2018, Cohen had $261,517.55 in this account. 

d. In addition to the Essential Consultants Account and MDC&A Account at First 
Republic, Cohen also had two joint checldng accounts with Laura Cohen at First Republic. In total, 
as of September 30, 2017, Cohen had at least $1,876,209.27 in total in his four accounts at First 
Republic. As of February 1,2018, Cohen had $3,332,992.95 in these accounts. 
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e. Cohen has an account at Bethpage Credit Union with $25,931.39 in it as of 
September 30,2017. 

f. As of September 30,2017, Cohen had $17,542.54 in accounts at Sterling. 

g. Cohen has two accounts at TD Bank—one in his name and one held jointly with his 
wife. Cohen also has a safety deposit box at TD Bank—Subject Premises-3. The safety deposit 
box was opened on December 13, 2017 in the names of Michael and Laura Cohen. 

h. In total, as of September 30,2017, Cohen had at least $4,713,935.08 in his accounts 
at Capital One Bank, City National Bank, Signature Bank, Sterling Bank, Bethpage Credit Union, 
First-RepublicT-and-Morgan—Stanley^—As oLFebruary—1^2018^Cohen had-“$6,268,7B2»59-m his 
accounts at Capital One Baidc, City National Bank, Signature Banlc, First Republic, and Morgan 
Stanley.^^ 

23. Accordingly, based on the foregoing, it appears that Cohen’s written and oral 
representations to Sterling and Melrose that he did not have more than $1,250,000 were false, and 
that Cohen withheld infonnation regarding approximately $5 million in funds from Sterling and 
Melrose in order to secure favorable terms in his renegotiation of his medallion loan. Based on 
my participation in an interview with Steiding Employee-2, and my review of reports of interviews 
with Sterling Employee-1 and two Melrose employees, it is my understanding that that Sterling 
and Melrose would view Cohen’s understating of his assets as material to its decision whether to 
renegotiate Cohen’s medallion loans and on what terms, or to its decision whether approve of the 
transfer of those loans to 

Based on my review of the account schedules described above, I know that, as of the date of this 
affidavit, the account balances for TD Banlc have not yet been included in the schedule for either 
date and the account balances for Sterling National Banlc and Bethpage Credit Union have not yet 
been included in the schedule for February 1, 2018. Thus, to the extent that these accounts have 
positive balances, Cohen’s total balances in fact were even higher on these dates. 

33 


2017 . 08.02 













Case l:18-cr-00602-WHP Document 48-2 Filed 07/18/19 Page 42 of 201 

Cohen Has Unreported Interest Income 

24. It appears that Cohen also hid from Sterling interest income that he was receiving in 
connection with a six million dollar loan he made to another individual. Specifically, I know from 
my review of the May 2017 Financial Statement and Septemher 2017 Financial Statement that 
Cohen provided to Sterling that Cohen did not disclose that he had made a note receivable in the 
amount of approximately $6 million, or that he was earning approximately $60,000 per month in 
interest income in connection with that loan. But, from my review of a summary of bank records 
that were reviewed by another law enforcement agent, my review of propeify records and 

doGuments-obtainedpursuantto the-Cohen EmaiLWaiTants,an(fmy_participationiiLanjnter¥iew_ 

with Getzel, I have learned the following: 

a. Based on my review of property records, I have learned that on or about March 12, 

Cohen to approximately 

$2,000,000.^° It appears that the promissory note was unsecm-ed by any real property. On or about 
April 28, 2014, Cohen and^^^| amended the promissory note, and restructured the loan to 
increase the principal amount to approximately $5,000,000. Under the terms of the amended 
promissory note, the loan was secured apartment in Sunny Isles Beach, Florida. On 

or about April 8, 2015, Cohen ai^^^^|restated the promissory note to increase the principal 
amount to $6,000,000.^* 

b. Based on my review of a copy of the restated note, which was obtained pm-suant to 
the Cohen Email Warrants, I have learned that under the teims of the amended and restated 

j^jnemiedfom 

The note states that the loan is 

jointly and severally. For ease of reference, I refer simply to '^^^^^^herein. 

34 


2017 . 08.02 

















Case l:18-cr-00602-WHP Document 48-2 Filed 07/18/19 Page 43 of 201 


promissory note, Cohen’s loan an interest-only loan, and that the principal balance 

of the loan bears interest at an annual rate of 12.25 percent. I also know tliat the amended and 
restated promissory note includes a schedule of payments that requirc^^^^^^^to pay Cohen 
approximately $61,250 per month beginning in April 2015 and ending in April 2019. The note also 
requu'es tha^^^^^^repay die principal balance of $6,000,000 on April 28,2019. 

c. Based on my review of bank records, I have learned that, consistent with the terms 
of the amended and restated promissory note, ^^^^|has made monthly payments of 
approximately $61,250 since April 2015. Specifically, based onmy review of records maintained 
-by-Capital One Bank, I haveJeamedthat fi-om April 2015Ao-October 2015, Cohen received checks 
fi'om entity called^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^totaling $61,250 per month, which he 
deposited into his personal bank account at Capital One Bank.^^ It appears from my review of bank 

sources tha^^^^^| is of 

From my review of records maintained by Capital One Bank, I have also learned that since October 
2015, Cohen hais received checks fr'om an entity called |iilllliHliiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiH totaling 
$61,250 per month, which he deposited into his personal bank account at Capital One Bank. It 
appears from my review of bank records and public souices that owner of 

In total, it appeai-s that Cohen receives approximately $735,000 per year 
in interest payments from^^^^^ 

d. Based on my review of Cohen’s May 2017 and September 2017 Financial 
Statements, my review of his 2015 and 2016 tax returns obtained via subpoena and fr-om the Cohen 
Email Warrants, and my participation in an interview with Getzel, I have learned that Cohen did 


In April 2015, Coh en received a pro-rated payment. For all months thereafter, the total payment 
equaled $61,250, but^^^^Htften made the payment in multiple checks. 
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not disclose this interest income he was receiving from Sterling or Mehrose, or list it 

on his tax returns. I have also learned that while this interest income is taxable, Cohen did not tell 
Getzel—his accountant—-about the income, and Getzel only learned about the income because he 
began doing ^^^^^^|taxes in 2017.^^ 

25. Accordingly, based on the foregoing, it appears that Cohen’s representations to 
Sterling and Melrose tliat he did not have more than $1,250,000 were false, and that Cohen 
withheld information relating to the interest income he is receiving from order to 

secure favorable temis in his renegotiation of his medallion loan. 


Cohen-Had-^a-Side-Agreement-With- 



26. As set forth in detail below, dui'ing the course of Cohen’s negotiations to sell his 
intei'est in taxi medallions and the associated debt to Cohen not only 

misrepresented his financial position to Sterling, but also failed to disclose a side agreement he 
had negotiated with^^^^|; it appears thal^^^^^igreed to pay an above-market price 
for Cohen’s taxi cab medallions, and in exchange, Cohen agi'eed to pay ^^^^^^|approximately 
$3.8 million in cash. Specifically, from my review of documents produced pursuant to a subpoena 
by Sterling, and my participation in interviews with Sterling Employee-1, Sterling Employee-2, 
and Sterling Employee-3,1 have learned, among other things, the following: 

a. On or about September 5, 2017, an executed teim sheet was circulated by Sterling 


Employee-1 to Cohen and^^^^^Hlhe tern sheet listed Cohen’s address as the address for 
Subject Premises-1. According to the term sheet, .^^^^^^^^^^would bon'ow $20,000,000 
from Sterling and Melrose, to be secured by the medallions that to acquire from 


Accordingly, this interest income—^which should have been reported as such on Cohen’s tax 
returns—is included herein in calculations of Cohen’s true cash position. 
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Cohen. At a price of $20 million for thuty-two taxi medallions, the proposed transaction valued 
each medallion as worth $625,000. The tenn sheet also contemplated a $1,265,913 pay-down of 
the principal balance of the loan. The term sheet made no mention of a $3.8 million payment from 
Cohen to any other form of payment or financial transaction between the parties. 

b. Additionally, an internal Sterling credit memorandum, dated October 4, 2017, 



describing the teims of the Cohen-\ 
not mention any payments from Cohen to 


transaction and the new loan to ^ 

includmg a $3.8 million payment. Hie 
memorandum also noted that the “loan amount of $20MM indicates a $625M purchase price per 
medallion’Tbut “itJs-reeognized-that this isJiot_in_line_witlLcurrentiJnarlcetJvalues.”_Indeed. 


according to an internal Sterling memorandum dated February 5, 2018, in the month of January 
2018, taxi medallions sold for amounts ranging from $120,000 to $372,000. According to Sterling 
Employee-1 and Sterling Employee-2, they were never told that agreed to a purchase 

price of $625,000 in exchange for a lump sum payment from Cohen, or that Cohen would make 
any payment to 

c. On or about January 30, 2018, Sterling Employee-3 asked Cohen whether Cohen 


had a side agreement wifi 


Ito pay 1 


sum of money for entering into the 


medallion transaction. Sterling Employee-3 asked Cohen about such an arrangement because, 

Iras paying for each medallion 


according to Sterling Employee-3, the price that| 
appeared to be well above the market price. Cohen stated, in sum and substance, that he had no 
side agreement—^and never had a side agi’eement—^with 


27. While Cohen ana 


did not disclose any payment from Cohen to 


communications with Sterling, it appears that such a payment was contemplated. 
Indeed, based on my review of records maintained by Getzel, and my participation in an interview 
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with Getzel, I have learned the following, in substance and in part, regai-ding the proposed side 
payment from Cohen to 

a. On or about September 19, 2017, Getzel prepared a memorandum for Cohen 
entitled, “Sale of NYC Medallion Entities and Debt Assumption” (the “Getzel Memorandum”). 
Tire Getzel Memorandum summarized the proposed transaction between Cohen and 
in part, as follows: ‘Michael and Laura Cohen will transfer ownership of theh 13 NYC medallion 
entities to a Buyer who will assume their bank indebtedness, upon the [Cohens’] paying down the 
debt portfolio of the 13 entities by $500,000 and a cash payment to the Buyer of $3,800,000.”^'^ 

_^^^b—According to Getzel^Cohenrtold him the-parameters oJLthe„deal,_including_frie_ 

payment of $3,800,000 to but Getzel did not know where Cohen was going to obtam 

$3,800,000 to As noted above, Cohen had more than $5,000,000 in cash and 

cash equivalents as of September 2017, but had only disclosed in his September 2017 Finmcial 
Statement that he had $ 1.25 million in cash. 

28. Based on my review of records maintained by Sterling (as well as Melrose, the bank 
with the participating interest in the loans) and reports of interviews of representatives of Sterling 
(and Mehose), I have seen no evidence that Sterling, Mehose, or any other financial institution 
involved in the potential deal with Cohen and ^^^^^|vas aware of the planned $3.8 million 

side payment from Cohen to 

The Illegal Campaign Contribution Scheme 

29. The US AO and FBI are also investigating a criminal violation of campaign finance 
laws by Michael Cohen. As set forth below, there is probable cause to believe that Cohen made 


The reference to thirteen medallions appears to be an error by Getzel. Cohen and his wife 
together owned sixteen corporations, which in turn owned 32 taxi medallions. 
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an excessive in-kind contribution to the presidential election campaign of then-candidate Donald 
Trump in the fonn of a $130,000 payment to Stephanie Clifford, an individual who was rumored 
to have had an extramarital affair with Trump, in exchange for her agreement not to disclose that 
alleged affair. As set forth below, there is probable cause to believe that this payment was intended 
to keep Clifford from making public statements about the rumored affair on the eve of the 2016 
presidential election, and thus constitutes a campaign contribution in excess of the applicable limit. 

30. From my review of public sources, I have learned the following: 

a. In or around October 2011, there were rumors published on the gossip websites 


that-Tinmp had-had an extramaiital-affamwith Cliffordiran adult-filmactress whose 


screen name is Stormy Daniels, in or around July 2006. In or about October 2011, Life & Style 
Magazine, a tabloid sold in supeiniarkets, also published an article, based on the report in 
TheDirty.com, alleging an affair had occuired between Tinmp and Clifford. Both Trump and 
Clifford, through their representatives, issued denials in response to the articles. 

b. Specifically, on or about October 11,2011, Keith Davidson, who identified himself 
as Clifford’s attorney, sent a cease and desist letter to TheDirty.com, demanding that the article 


regarding Trump and Clifford be removed fi'om the website. Additionally, on or about October 
12, 2011, Cohen, who was then Executive Vice-President and Special Counsel to the Tnimp 
Organization, stated to E! News that “[t]he totally untrue and ridiculous story . . . emanated from 

a sleazy and disgusting website_The Tmmp Organization and Donald J. Trump will be bringing 

a lawsuit. . . [and] Mr. Trump and the Trump Organization would like to thank and commend 
Stormy Daniels and her attorneys for their honesty and swift actions.” 

31. On or about June 16, 2015, Trump formally launched his 2016 presidential 
campaign. On or about May 4, 2016, Trump became the presumptive Republican Party nominee 
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for president, and on July 19, 2016, Trump officially became the nominee. Based on my review 
of public soui'ces, I have learned that while it does not appear that Cohen had an official title as 
part of the Trump campaign, on multiple occasions Cohen made public statements on behalf of 
Trump or his campaign. For instance, on or about August 18, 2016, Cohen appeared on CNN to 
defend Trump’s polling numbers. 

32, On or about October 7, 2016, The Washington Post published online a video and 
accompanying audio m which Trump refened to women in what the article described as “vulgar 
terms” in a 2005 conversation with Billy Bush, who was then the host of Access Hollywood. The 

-following-day^on-October 8, 2016,-Trump-appeared in-a-videoJn-Which he stated,_among_ather_ 

things , “Fve said and done things I regret and words released today on this more than a decade old 
video are one of them. Anyone who knows me loiows these words don’t reflect who I am. I said 
it. I was wrong and I apologize.” Based on my review of public sources, I also know that 
representatives of the Trump Campaign stated, in sum and substance, that the Access Hollywood 
comment was an old and isolated incident. 

33. Based on my review of public sources, including an article published in Slate 
magazine by a reporter who interviewed Clifford, I have learned that around this same time, in or 
about October 2016, Clifford was in discussions with ABC’s Good Morning America sliow and 
Slate magazine, among other media sources, to provide these media outlets with her statement 
about her alleged relationship witli Trump. According to the article in Slate, which the author 
based on conversations with Clifford over the telephone and by text message, Clifford wanted to 
be paid for her story or be paid by Trump not to disclose her accusation. As Cohen summarized 
in a 2018 email obtained pursuant to the Cohen Email Warrants; “In October 2016,1 was contacted 
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by counsel for Ms. Clifford stating that news outlets, including ABC News, were pursuing the 2011 
story of an alleged affau* between Mr. Trump and Ms. Clifford.” 

34. From my review of telephone toll records^^ and information produced pursuant to 
the iCloud Wan-ant and Cohen Email Warrants, I have learned that in the days following the^cce^^' 
Hollywood video, Cohen exchanged a series of calls, text messages, and emails with Keith 
Davidson, who was then Clifford’s attorney, David Pecker and Dylan Howard of American Media, 
Inc. (“AMI”), the publisher of the National Enquirer Tmmp, and Hope Hicks, who was then 
press secretary for Trump’s presidential campaign. Based on the timing of these calls, and the 
-content-oEthe texCmessages- and-emails,-I-believe_that at least_ some„oEthese^communicatifilis_ 
concerned the need to prevent Clifford from going public, particularly in the wake of the Access 
Hollywood story. In particular, I have learned the following: 

a. On October 8,2016, at approxhnately 7:20 p.m., Cohen received a call from Hicks. 
Sixteen seconds into the call. Trump joined the call, and the call continued for over four minutes. 
Based on the toll records that the USAO has obtained to date, I believe that this was the first call 


My attribution of certain telephone numbers to certain individuals as described in this 
affidavit is based on my review of the vCai'd (virtual contact file) and text messages obtained from 
Cohen’s telephone pursuant to the iCloud Warrant. 

Pecker is President of AMI and, according to his own statements in public reports, a personal 
fiiend of Trump. Howard is the chief content officer of AMI, who according to public records 
reports directly to Pecker. 

I believe that Trump joined the call between Cohen and Hicks based on my review of toll 
records. Specifically, I know that a call was initiated between Cohen’s telephone number and 
Trump’s telephone number at the same time the records indicate that Cohen was talking to Hicks. 
After the Cohen-Trump call was initiated, it lasted the same period of time as the Cohen-Hicks 
call. Additionally, the toll records indicate a “-1” and then Trump’s telephone number, which, 
based on my training and experience, means that the call was either transfeiTed to Trump, or that 
Trump was added to the call as a conference or three-way call participant. In addition, based on 
my conversations with an FBI agent who has interviewed Hicks, I have learned that Hicks stated, 
in substance, that to the best of her recollection, she did not learn about the allegations made by 
Clifford until early November 2016. Hicks was not specifically asked about this three-way call. 
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Cohen had received or made to Hicks in at least multiple weeks, and that Cohen and Tnimp spoke 
about once a month prior to this date — specifically, prior to this call on October 8, 2016, Cohen 
and Trump had spoken once in May, once in June, once in July, zero times in August, and twice 
in September. 

b. Approximately ten minutes after the call ended, Hicks and Cohen spoke again for 
about two minutes. 

c. At 7:39 p.m., immediately after the second call with Hides ended, Cohen called 
David Pecker (as noted above, the President of American Media Inc., or AMI) and they connected 

for thu'ty^secondsw^pproximatelydour minutes lately Cohen-ealled-Pecker-again-and-they-spoke 

for more than a minute. Three minutes after ending his call with Pecker, Cohen received a call 
fi-om Dylan Howard (as noted above, the Chief Content Officer of AMI), and they spoke for 
approximately a minute. According to toll records, it does not appear that Cohen and Howard 
spoke regularly prior to October 8, 2016, as it had been over a month since they had called each 
other. 

d. At 7:56 p.m., approximately eight minutes after his call with Howard ended, Cohen 
called Hicks and they connected for two minutes. At approximately the same time this call ended, 
Cohen received a call finm Pecker, and they spoke for about two minutes. At 8:03 p.m., about 
three minutes afl;er ending his call with Pecker, Cohen called Trump, and they spoke for nearly 
eight minutes. 

e. At 8:39 p.m. and 8:57 p.m., Cohen received calls from Howard and spoke to him 
for about four and six minutes, respectively. At 9:13 p.m., about ten minutes after Cohen and 
Howard hung up fmm the second of these calls, Howard sent Cohen a text message that said: 
“Keith will do it. Let’s reconvene tomoreow.” Based on my involvement in this investigation, I 
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believe that when Howard wrote “Keith,” he was referring to Keith Davidson, the attorney for 
Stephanie Clifford. At 3:31 a.m., now on October 9, 2016, Cohen sent Howard a text message in 
response that said: “Thank you.” Eight minutes later, Cohen sent Howard a text message that said: 
“Resolution Consultants LLC. is the name of the entity I formed a week ago. Whenever you wake, 
please call my cell.” 

f. The following day, on October 10,2016, at 10:5 8 a.m., Howard sent a text message 
to Cohen and Davidson, which stated: “Keith/Michael: connecting you both in regards to that 
business opportunity. Spoke to the client this AM and they’re confirmed to proceed with the 

opportunityrThanksrDylanTOver toyou two7^At-T2--2~5 punT^Davidson sent Cohen a text message- 

that stated: “Michael — if we are ever going to close this deal — In my opinion, it needs to be today. 
Keith.” Davidson and Cohen then spoke by phone for about three minutes. Based on my 
participation in this investigation, I believe that when Howard wrote that the “client” was 
“confirmed to proceed with the opportunity,” he was referring to Clifford’s agreement in principle 
to accept money fi'om Cohen in exchange for her agreement not to discuss any prior affair with 
then-candidate Trump.^* 

g. Based on my review of records obtained pui'suant to tlie Cohen Email Warrants, I 
know that on or about October 10,2016, Clifford and Davidson appear to have signed a side letter 
agreement” that stated it was an exhibit to a “confidential settlement agreement and mutual 
release” between “Peggy Peterson” and “David Dennison.” The purpose of the document. 

As set forth below, AMI was also involved in a payment to model Karen McDougal. 
However, because these communications were in close temporal proximity to tire events involving 
the negotiation of a payment to Clifford, the execution of the agi'eement with Clifford, and the 
payment of money to Clifford, I believe that these communications were related to Clifford. 
Additionally, based on my review of public statements by McDougal, I have learned that she 
negotiated an agreement with AMI several months prior to these communications between Cohen 
and Pecker, Howard, and Davidson. 
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according to the agreement, was to define the “true name and identity” of persons named by 
pseudonym in “confidential settlement agi'eement and mutual release.” The side letter agi'eement 
specifies the identity of “Peggy Peterson” to be Clifford, but the space for Dennison s identity 
is blanlc. The agreement also includes a signature page for “Peterson,” “Dennison,” and their 
attorneys. The signature page is signed by “Peterson” and his attorney, Davidson, but the 
document is unsigned by “Dennison” and his attorney. Based on my involvement in this 
investigation, I believe that Davidson sent Cohen this partially-signed “side letter agreement” in 
order to facilitate the closing of a deal between Davidson’s client and Cohen or his client on 

■OctoberTOr2G16i---—^--— 

35. It appears that on October 13, 2016, and the days that followed, Cohen took steps 
to complete a transaction with Davidson, including attempting to open an account from which 
Cohen could transfer fiinds to Davidson. Specifically, from my review of toll records, information 
obtained pursuant to the iCloud Warrant and Cohen Email Warrants, records maintained by First 
Republic, as well as my participation in interviews with First Republic employees, I have learned 
the following: 

a. On the morning of October 13,2016, at 8:54 a.m., Cohen sent Pecker a text message 
that stated: “I need to talk to you.” At 9:06 a.m.. Pecker sent a text message to Cohen that stated, 
“I called please call me back.” The tolls between Cohen and Pecker do not show a telephone call 
between 8:54 a.m. and 9:06 a.m. However, based on my review of text messages, I have learned 
that Cohen and Pecker communicate with each other over Signal, which is an encrypted 
communications cellphone application that allows users to send encrypted text messages and make 
encrypted calls. 
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b. At 9:23 a.m., Cohen sent an email that stated “call me” to Fii'st Republic Employee- 
2. The email attached documents from the Secretaiy of State of Delaware indicating that Cohen 
had foiTued a Ihnited liability company called “Resolution Consultants LLC” on September 30, 
2016. As noted above, “Resolution Consultants” is the name of the entity that Cohen had told 
Howard he had formed recently after Howard said Davidson would “do it.” At 10:44 a.m., Cohen 
called First Republic Employee-2 and told hun, in sum and substance, that he needed an aecount 
in the name of “Resolution Consultants” opened immediately, and that he did not want an address 
on the checks written out of the account. Later that day, another employee at First Republie 
-emailed Cohen-accounLopening paperwork-to-complete—Cohen returaed the account-openings 
doeuments partially completed, but failed to provide a copy of his driver’s lieense or passport, and 
did not respond to the employee’s question of how he wanted to fund the account. As a result, the 
aceount was never opened. 

c. On October 17,2016, Cohen incorporated Essential Consultants LLC in Delaware. 
That same day, he filed paperwork to dissolve Resolution Consultants LLC. 

36. Despite these steps taken by Cohen, it appears that the negotiation between Cohen 
and Davidson was not progressing sufficiently fast enough for Davidson or his elient, Clifford, 
and they threatened to go public with Clifford’s allegations just days before the presidential 
election. Specifically, based on my review of toll records, information obtained pursuant to the 
iCloud Warrant, and public sources, I know the following: 

a. Aceording to an article in The Washington Post, whieh quoted emails sent from 
Cohen’s email aeeount hosted by the Trump Organization, on October 17,2016, Davidson emailed 
Cohen and threatened to cancel the aforementioned “settlement agreement” by the end of the day 
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if Cohen did not complete the transaction.^^ According to the article, Davidson sent Cohen a 
second email later in the day that stated in part, “Please be advised that my client deems her 
settlement agreement canceled and void.” At 4:00 p.m. that day, Cohen called Davidson and they 
spoke for over five minutes. 

b. Cohen’s 4:00 p.m. call with Davidson and/or Davidson’s threats to cancel the 
“settlement agreement” appear to have touched off a flurry of communications about the settlement 
agreement and whether Clifford would go public. Specifically: 

i. At 4:43 p.m., Howai'd sent Cohen a text message that stated: “I’m told 

they^re'going with DailyMailT^Are you aware?” One minute-lateiyCohen responded: Gall-me. 


Based on my involvement in this investigation, I understand Howard’s text to mean that he heard 
that Clifford was going to take her story of an extramarital affau with Trump to the Daily Mail, a 
tabloid newspaper. 

ii. At 4:45 p.m., Howard called Cohen and they spoke for over two minutes. 
Moments later, Davidson and Cohen spoke for about two minutes. 

iii. At 5:03 p.m., Cohen attempted to eall Trump, but the call only lasted eight 
seconds. This was Cohen’s first call after he spoke with Davidson. 

iv. At 5:25 pjtn., Cohen texted Howard, stating; “Well???” 

V. At 6:44 p.m., Howard responded to Cohen’s text, stating; “Not talcing my 

calls.” Cohen responded one minute later: “You’re Iddding. Who are you hying to reach?” 
Howard responded one minute later: “The ‘agent.’” Based on my involvement in this 


Due to the partially covert nature of the investigation to this date, the USAO has not requested 
documents from the Tmmp Organization or Davidson, and thus does not possess the email 
referenced in this article. 
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investigation, I understand Howard’s text messages to mean that he attempted to contact Davidson 
about the matter involving Clifford, but that Davidson was not taking Howard’s calls. 

vi. At 6:49 p.m., Cohen called Howard and they spoke for nearly four minutes, 
c. The following day, on October 18, 2016, TheSmoJdngGun.com, a website that 
publishes legal documents and mugshots, published an article called; “Donald Trump and the Pom 
Superstar,” which alleged that Trump had an extramarital affair with Clifford. However, the 
article noted that Clifford had declined to comment. 

37. On or about October 25, 2016, the communications between Cohen, Davidson, 

Howard and'Pecker-picked up-againrapparently conceming^-transaetionAnvolving-Gliffordv- 

Specifrcally, based on my review of toll records, information obtained pursuant to the Cohen Email 
Warrants and iCloud Warrant, as well as my review of public sources, I have learned the following: 

a. On October 25, 2016, at 6:09 p.m., Howard sent Cohen a text message stating: 
“Keith calling you urgently. We have to coordinate something on the matter he’s calling you about 
or its [sic] could look awfully bad for everyone.” One minute later, Davidson sent Cohen a text 
message stating “Call me.” Cohen and Davidson called each other several times over the next half 
hour but appear not to have connected. At 6:42 p.m., Cohen and Davidson spoke for about eight 
minutes. At 7:11 p.m., they spoke for another two minutes. 

b. The next morning, on or about October 26, 2016, at 8:26 a.m., Cohen called Trump 
and spoke to him for approximately three minutes. At 8:34 a.m., Cohen called Tinmp again and 
connected for a minute and a half. 

c. At approximately 9:04 a.m.^—less than thirty minutes after speaking with Tmmp— 
Cohen sent two emails to the person who had incoiporated Resolution Consultants and Essential 
Consultants for him, and stated “can you send me asap the filing receipt” and then, in the second 
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email, “for Essential Consultants LLC ” That person responded with the filing receipt two minutes 
later at 9:06 a.m. and with the certification of formation 23 minutes later, at 9:27 a.m. 

d. Shortly after that, Cohen contacted First Republic Employee-2 and told him, in sum 
and substance, that he decided not to open an account in the name of Resolution Consulting and 
instead would be opening a real estate consulting company in the name of Essential Consultants. 
Cohen told First Republic Employee-2 that he was at Trump Tower, and wanted to go to a First 
Republic branch across the sfteet to open the account, so First Republic Employee-2 called First 
Republic Employee-1, a preferred banker at that branch, assist Cohen. At 11:00 a.m., Fii'st 

-Republic”Employee-l ealled-eohen—I Imow from-my-paptieipation-in an-interviewwvith First- 

Republic Employee-1, that around the time of the call he went to Cohen’s office in Trump Tower— 
on the same floor as the Trump Organization—and went through account opening questions, 
including know your customer questions, with Cohen. In response to a series of know-your- 
customer questions about the purpose of the account—the answers to which First Republic 
Employee-1 entered into a form—Cohen stated, in sum and substance, that he was opening 
Essential Consultants as areal estate consulting company to collect fees for investment consulting 
work, and all of his consulting clients would be domestic individuals based in the United States. 
Based on my review of records obtained fi'om First Republic, it appears that this account (the 
“Essential Consultants Account”) was created at a time between 11:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. 

e. At 1:47 p.m., Cohen called Davidson and they spoke for approximately two 
minutes. At approximately 1:49 p.m., Davidson emailed Cohen wiring instructions for an attorney 
client trust account at City National Bank. 

£ After the Essential Consultants Account was opened on October 26, 2016, Cohen 
ti-ansferred $131,000 fi'om a home equity line of credit that Cohen had at First Republic to the 
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Essential Consultants Account. Following the transfer, at approximately 4:15 p.m. on October 26, 
2016, Fii-st Republic Employee-2’s assistant emailed Cohen at his Trump Organization email 
address to tell him that the funds had been deposited into the Essential Consultants Account. 
Cohen forwarded that email to the Cohen Gmail Account and then forwarded it to Davidson. 

g. At 6:37 p.m., Cohen asked Pecker by text message, “Can we speak? Important.” 
Cohen called Pecker at 6:49 p.m. and connected for thirty seconds. At 6:57 p.m., Cohen sent 
Howard a text message, stating: “Please call me. Important.” Cohen called Howard at 7:00 p.m. 
and connected for about thufy seconds. At 7:06 p.m., Cohen called Pecker again and they spoke 

for nearly"thirteen-minutes7 Af 7i24-pTm.~Howai-d sent a-text-message to Cohen that4~^He-said 

he’d call me back in 20 minutes. I told him what you ai'e asking for his [sic] reasonable. I’ll get 
it sorted.” Approximately an hour later, at 8:23 p.m., Howard told Cohen by text message to 
“check your Gmail for email from my private aecount.” In an email sent at 8:23 p.m. by Howard 
to Cohen and Davidson, with the subject line “Confirmation,” Howard stated, “Thank you both 
for chatting with me earlier. Confirming agreement on: - Executed agi'eement, hand-signed by 
Keith’s client and returned via overnight or same-day FedEx to Michael, - Change of agreement 
to reflect the coiTect LLC, - Transfer of funds on Thursday AM to be held in escrow until receipt 
of agi'eement.” After receiving that email, at approximately 8:27 p.m., Cohen asked Howard by 
text message, “Can you and David [Pecker] give me a call.” Howard promptly responded: “David 
is not around I think. I’ll call.” At 8:28 p.m., Howard called Cohen and they spoke for three 
minutes. 

38. On October 27, 2016, Cohen made a payment to Davidson of $130,000—^with the 
funds intended for Clifford—for the purpose of seeuring her ongoing silence with respect to the 
allegations that she had an extramarital affair with Trump. Specifically, based on my review of 
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toll records, bank records, and information obtained pursuant to the iCloud Warrant and Cohen 

Email Wairants, I have learned the following: 

a. At 9:47 a.m., Cohen sent Davidson an email, stating: “Keith, kindly confmn that 
the wh-e received today, October 27, 2016 shall be held by you in your attorney’s tnist account 
until such time as directed for release by me, in writing. Additionally, please ensure that all 
paperwork contains the correct name of Essential Consultants LLC. I thank you in advance for 
your assistance and look forward to hearing from you later.” 

b. At approximately 10:01 a.m., according to records provided by First Republic 

BankT^Coheirconipleted paperwork to wire“$l'3 0^000 fromAhe EssentiaFGonsultants-Aeeount 

which had been funded a day prior from Cohen’s home equity line of credit—to the attorney client 
tmst account at City National Bank that Davidson had specified in the wiring instructions he sent 
to Cohen. The wire transfer was made shortly thereafter. 

c. At 10:02 a.m., Davidson responded to Cohen’s email fi-om 9:47 a.m., stating: “I 
confirm that I will work in good faith & that no funds shall be disbursed unless & until the plaintiff 
personally signs all necessary settlement paperwork, (the form of which will match the prior 
agreement). The settlement docs will name the coirect corporation, (Essential Consultants LLC). 
Plaintiff’s signature will be notarized and returned to you via FedEx. Only after you receive FedEx 
will I disburse. Fair?” 

d. At 10:50 a.m., First Republic Employee-1 sent Cohen an email confirming that the 
payment had been sent and providing him with the wire number. 

39. On October 28, 2016, and the days that followed, Cohen finalized the transaction 
with Davidson. Specifically, based on my review of toll records, information obtained pursuant 
to the iCloud Warrant, public sources, and bank records, I know the following: 
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a. On October 28,2016, at 11:48 a.m., Cohen spoke to Trump for approximately five 
minutes. Beginning at 1:21 p.m., Cohen attempted a series of phone calls to Davidson, Pecker, 
and Howard throughout the day, although it appears he may only have connected with Howard. 

b. Later that day, at approximately 7:01 p.m., Davidson stated to Cohen by text 

message that “all is AOK. I should have signed, notarized docs on Monday. You should have 
them on Tuesday.” Cohen thanked him and said “I hope we are good.” Davidson responded, “I 
assure you. We ai'e veiy good.” Howard also texted Cohen at 7:08 p.m., “Keith pavidson] says 
we ai*e good.” Cohen then responded “OK” to Howard and “Excellent” to Davidson. At 
'app^unately l'OTSOll.m:; Cohen spokeAo'Hicks'for to ' * 

c. On October 31, 2016, Cohen called Howard at 8:22 p.m. and they spoke for over 
three minutes. At 8:32 p.m., Cohen received text messages fi-om both Howard and Davidson. 
Howard said: “You’ll have paperwork tomorrow says KD.” Davidson said: “We are AOK. You 
will be receiving a package tomorrow.” Cohen responded “Thank you” to Howard and Thanks 
Keith. Will call you then” to Davidson. From my involvement in this investigation, I believe 
Davidson was referring to a signed nondisclosm'e agreement when he told Cohen that he would 
receive a package. 

d. Based on my review of comt filings that became public m 2018,1 have learned that 
on or about Oetober 28, 2016, “EC, LLC and/or David Dennison” entered into a “confidential 
settlement agreement and mutual release” with “Peggy Peterson,” pursuant to which Peterson 
agreed not to disclose certain “confidential inforaiation pertaining to Pennison]” in exchange for 
$130,000. The agreement provided that “EC, LLC” would wire the fluids to “Peterson’s” attorney, 
who would then transfer funds to “Peterson.” Cohen signed the agreement on behalf of EC, 
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LLC.” The agreement stated that the address for “EC, LLC,” which was later refeired to in the 
agi'eement as “Essential Consultants, LLC,” was Cohen’s residence. 

e. Consistent with the “confidential settlement agreement and mutual release,” on or 
about November 1, 2016, Davidson transfeited $96,645 from his attorney client frust account at 
City National Bank to a bank account in Clifford’s name. The wire had the aimotation “net 
settlement.” On the same day, at approximately 9:48 a.m. Davidson sent Cohen a text message 
with a picture of a FedEx delivery confirmation, stating that at approximately 9:09 a.m. a package 
shipped by Davidson the previous day had aiiived for Cohen at his Trump Organization 

'addressT^On tlie same~dayrat approximatel5<^6:L4“p;mTrDavidson senCCoheman email with-an- 

audio file attached and said “Give this a lesson [sic] and then call me. The audio attachment was 
titled “Stormy.mp3” and was a five-minute recording of Davidson interviewing Clifford about 
recent public allegations made by an adult film star named Jessica Drake regarding her alleged 
past affair with Trump; in the recording, Clifford explained the reasons she believed that Drake 
was not credible. Less than an hour later, at approximately 7:05 p.m., Cohen called Trump, but it 
appears that they did not connect. Cohen then called a telephone number belonging to Kellyanne 
Conway, who at the time was Trump’s campaign manager. They did not connect. At 
approximately 7:44 p.m., however, Cohen received a return call from Conway, which lasted for 
approximately six minutes. 

40. On November 4,2016, just thi-ee days after the Clifford transaction was completed 
and just four days before the presidential election, the Wall Street Journal published an aiticle 
alleging that the National Enquirer had “Shielded Donald Tmmp” from allegations by Playboy 
model Karen McDougal that she and Trump had an affair. The article alleged that AMI had agreed 
to pay McDougal to bury her story. McDougal, like Clifford, had been represented by Davidson. 
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Based on my review of toll records, infoimation obtained pursuant to the Cohen Email Wairants 
and iCloud Warrant, and public soui'ces, it appears that Cohen spoke frequently to Davidson, 
Howard, Pecker, and Hicks around the time of this article’s publication—-just days before Election 
Day—about the importance of preventing the McDougal and Clifford stories from gaining national 
fraction. Specifically, I have learned the following: 

a. Between 4:30 and 8:00 p.m. on November 4, Cohen communicated several times 
with Howard, Pecker and Davidson. For instance, at approximately 4:49 p.m., Cohen sent Howard 
a text message with a screenshot of an email forwarded to him by another Trump Organization 

lawyerr-The forwarded emaiTwas"fi-om a Wall Street-JoumaFreporterrand asked-for comment 

fi'om Tmmp and/or the campaign on the story. Cohen also spoke with Hicks several times, 
including shortly before and/or after calls with Pecker, Howard and Davidson. Indeed, at 
approximately 7:33 p.m., using two different cellphones subscribed to him, Cohen appears to have 
been talking to Davidson and Hicks at the same time. 

b. At approximately 8:51 p.m., Cohen sent Howard a message, stating: “She’s being 
really difficult with giving Keith a statement. Basically went into hiding and um-eachable.” One 
minute later, Howard responded: “I’ll ask him again. We just need her to disappear. Cohen 
responded, “She definitely disappeared but refuses to give a statement and Keith cannot push her.” 
At approximately 8:55 p.m., Howard responded to Cohen’s text: “Let’s let the dust settle. We don t 
want to push her over the edge. She’s on side at present and we have a solid position and a plausible 
position that she is rightfully employed as a columnist.” Based on my involvement in this 
investigation, I believe Cohen and Howard were referring to Karen McDougal when they were 
discussing “she” and “her.” Additionally, I believe Howard’s statement that “we have ... a 
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plausible position that she is rightfully employed as a columnist” was a reference to the fact that 
AMI had given McDougal payments for her role as a purported columnist for the company. 

c. At approximately 8:58 p.m. on November 4, 2016, Howai'd attempted to reassure 
Cohen about the effect of the forthcoming Wall Street Journal article, texting, “I think it’ll be ok 
pal. I think it’ll fade into the distance.” Cohen responded, “He’s pissed.” Howard wrote back, 
‘Tm pissed! You’re pissed. Pecker is pissed. Keith is pissed. Not much we can do.” Based on 
my involvement in this investigation, I believe Cohen was referring to Trump when he stated he s 
pissed.” Cohen asked Howard at approxhnately 9:00 p.m. how the Wall Street Journal could 

publish its article if““everyone denies7” Howard" responded7--43eeause-there is-the payment flom 

AMI. It looks suspicious at best.” 

d. At approxhnately 9:03 p.m., Hicks called Cohen and they spoke for two minutes. 
At approximately 9:11 p.m., Cohen called Howard and spoke to him for five minutes. At 
approximately 9:15 p.m., Hicks called Cohen and they spoke for nearly seven minutes. Again, 
Cohen used different phones for these two calls, such that he appears to have been on both calls 
for about a minute of overlap. At approximately 9:32 p.m., Cohen texted Pecker, “The boss just 
tried calling you. Are you free?” A minute later, Cohen texted Howard, “Is there a way to find 
David quickly?” 

e. At approximately 9:50 p.m., the Wall Street Journal article was published online. 
Howard and Hicks both sent web links for the article to Cohen. Over the next half hour, Cohen 
and Howard exchanged several text messages commenting on how the stoiy came across. The next 
morning on November 5,2016, at approximately 7:35 a.m., Cohen texted Hicks, So far I see only 
6 stories. Getting little to no traction.” Hicks responded, “Same. Keep praying!! It’s worldng!” 
Cohen wrote back, “Even CNN not talking about it. No one believes it and if necessary, I have a 
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statement by Storm denying everything and contradicting the other pom stars statement. I wouldn’t 
use it now or even discuss with him as no one is talking about this or cares!” Based on my 
involvement in this investigation, I believe Cohen was referring to the above-referenced recorded 
audio statement by Clifford that he obtained from Davidson, and was stating that such a statement 
could be used to influence potential negative media relating to Trump, but was unnecessary at that 
time. Based on a text message from Hicks to Cohen, I believe that later that morning. Pecker 
spoke to Trump. 

41. On or about November 8,2016, Trump won the election for President of the United 

"States. ^ 

42. On or about January 12, 2018, the Wall Street Journal first reported that Cohen 
arranged a payment to Clifford. On or about January 22, 2018, Common Cause, a government 
watchdog group, filed a complaint with the Federal Election Commission, alleging that Cohen had 
violated campaign finance laws by making the payment to Clifford. Based on my review public 
sources following that report, as well as emails obtained pursuant to the Cohen Email Warrants, I 
have learned the following; 

a. On or about January 23, 2018, the day after Coimnon Cause filed its complaint, 

Cohen began emailing himself drafts of statements describing his payment to Clifford. 

Additionally, on January 23, 2018, Cohen emailed the following draft of that statement to an 

individual who appears to be writing a book on Cohen’s behalf: 

In October 2016,1 was contacted by counsel for Ms. Clifford stating that 
news outlets, including ABC news, were pm-suing the 2011 story of an 
alleged affair between Mr. Trump and Ms. Clifford. Despite the fact that 
both parties had already denied the allegation, as Mr. Trump’s longtime 
special counsel and protector, I took it upon myself to match the offer and 
keep the story from breaking. I Icnew the allegation to be false, h\Al am 
also a realist who understands thatjust because something is false doesn t 
mean that it doesn’t create harm and damage. I could not allow this to 
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occur. I negotiated a non-disclosure agreement with Ms. Clifford’s 
counsel and tendered the funds. I did this through my Delaware LLC and 
transferred personal funds to cover the agreement. I was not reimbursed 
any monies fi'om Mr. Trump, the Trump Organization, any third party or 
the Presidential campaign. At no point did I ever advise Mr. Trump of my 
communications or actions regarding this agreement. As outlandish and 
unusual as this may appear, the Tmmps have been like family to me for 
over a decade. It’s what you do for family. 

(Emphasis added.) Based on my involvement in this investigation, I believe that the above email 
is an acknowledgement that the allegation of the affair had existed for some time ( ...the 2011 
story.. .”), but that Cohen was motivated to “keep the story from brealdng” again in October 2016. 

b. On or about February 13, 2018, Cohen said in a statement to The New York Times 
that “Neither the Trump Organization nor the Trump campaign was a party to the transaction with 
Ms. Clifford. The payment to Ms. Clifford was lawful, and was not a campaign contribution or a 
campaign expenditure by anyone.” Cohen declined to answer follow-up questions including 
whether Trump had been aware of the payment, why Cohen made the payment, or whether similar 
payments had been made to other people. 

c. On or about February 14, 2018, Cohen was asked by The New York Times whether 
Trump had reimbursed hun, whether he and Trump had made any arrangement at the time of the 
payment, or whether he had made payments to other women. Cohen stated in response, I can t 
get into any of that.” On or about February 14, 2018, Cohen also stated to The Washington Post 
that: “hi a private transaction in 2016,1 used my own personal funds to facilitate a payment of 
$130,000 to Ms. Stephanie Clifford. Neither the Trump Organization nor the Trump campaign 
was a party to the transaction with Mis. Clifford, and neither reimbursed me for the payment, either 
directly or induectly.” 

43. On or about March 9,2018, Cohen stated to ABC News that “the funds were taken 

from my home equity line and transferred internally to my LLC account in the same bank.” 
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44. Accordingly, for the foregoing reasons, there is probable cause to believe that 
Cohen committed violations of the Campaign Finance Offenses by maldng an in-kind contribution 
to Trump or the Tinmp campaign in the form of a $130,000 payment to Clifford on the eve of the 
election. Indeed, while he denies having given an unlawful contribution, in his own statements 
Cohen has admitted that he paid $130,000 of his “personal funds” to Clifford and that the payment 
occuiTed less than two weeks before the election, as Trump was facing negative media allegations 
about his behavior toward women, even tliough allegations of an affair between Trump and 
Clifford existed since 2011. In addition, the communication records set forth above make evident 

tharCoheircommunrcated^with^inembers-ofothe-Truinp cainpaign about his-negotiation with 

Clifford’s attorney and the need to preclude Clifford from making a statement that would have 
reflected negatively on the candidate in advance of the forthcoming election. 

C. Probable Cause Justifying Search of the Subject Premises aud Subject Devices 

45. Based on the foregoing, my review of records produced pursuant to subpoenas and 
the Cohen F.mail Warrants, and the iCloud Warrant, and my training and experience, there is 
probable cause to believe that the Subject Premises and Subject Devices have been used in 
firrtherance of the Subject Offenses and are likely to contain instrumentalities, evidence, and fiiiits 
of the Subject Offenses. Specifically, there is probable cause to believe that Cohen permanently 
resides at Subject Premises-1 and, at least in part, works at both Subject Premises-1 and Subject 
Premises-2, and that those locations contain evidence relating to the Sterling taxi medallion 
transaction, Cohen’s assets, Cohen’s consulting work for Essential Consultants LLC, and his 
payment to Clifford. Additionally, there is probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-3 
contains evidence of Cohen’s assets and his payment to Clifford. Finally, there is probable cause 
to believe that Subject Premises-4, in which Cohen is temporarily residing, contains electronic 
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devices, including Subject Device-1 and Subject Device-2, which, in turn, contain evidence of the 
Subject Offenses, such as evidence relating to the Sterling taxi medallion transaction, Cohen’s 
assets, Cohen’s consulting work for Essential Consultants LLC, and his payment to Clifford. 

46. First, there is probable cause to believe that Cohen lives and operates his businesses, 
at least in part, at Subject Premises-1. Specifically, from my review of property records, I know 
that Michael Cohen and Laura Cohen own (in trust) Subject Premises-1. From my review of 
Cohen’s tax returns, I know he lists his primary residence as Subject Premises-1. Additionally, 
from my review of emails produced pursuant to the Cohen Email Warrants, I know that Cohen 

Routinely refers to Subject Pfernises^r^hi^home. For eXWplerotnJraboutSeptember 28 

and October 6, 2017, Cohen emailed individuals that his home address is tlie address for Subject 
Premises-1. I also know from my review of emails that Cohen receives package delivery 
notifications that list Cohen’s address as the address for Subject Premises-1. Cohen has also 
provided the address of Subject Premises-1 as the address for Essential Consultants and Michael 
D. Cohen & Associates, P.C. For example, the certificates of incorporation and account opening 
documents at Ffrst Republic for both entities list their addresses as the address for Subject 
Premises-1. See supra 18(b), 18(d). The consulting agi-eement between Essential Consultants 
and AT&T also indicated the address for Essential Consultants is the address for Subject Premises- 
See supra\\9(c). 

47. There is also probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-1 is lilcely to contain 
instrumentalities, evidence, and fruits of the Subject Offenses. Specifically, from my review of 
emails produced pursuant to subpoena and the Cohen Email Wari'ants and iCloud Warrant, as well 
as my training and experience, I know the following: 


2017 . 08.02 


58 













Case l:18-cr-00602-WHP Document 48-2 Filed 07/18/19 Page 67 of 201 

a. According to records maintained by Sterling, the address for all of Cohen’s taxi 
medallion LLCs is the address for Subject Premises-1. See supra Tf 16(c). Additionally, the 
medallion loan documents indicate that any mailings related to the loans should be sent to Subject 
Premises-1. See id. Based on my training and experience, as well as my review of public soui'ces, 

I know that individuals keep records of properties and assets in which they have oAAUieiship 
interests. Accordingly, I submit that Subject Premises-1 lilcely contains evidence of Cohen’s 
ownership of the taxi medallion LLCs, the revenue that those medallions generate, and the 
transaction with Sterling in 2014 to re-fmance the medallion loans that were then with Capital One 
Bank. 

b. From my review of records maintained by Sterling, I also know that Sterling 

addressed documents relating to the^^^^^^^^Jtransaction and Cohen s attempts to modify the 
terms of the medallion loans to Subject Premises-1. For instance. Sterling addressed the 
transaction term sheet, see supra ^ 16(1), and its demand letter and notice of default, see supra T[ 
16(q), to Subject Premises-l. Accordingly, Subject Premises-1 likely contains evidence 
concerning the transaction and Cohen’s negotiations with Sterling. Some of those 

records—such as records relating to a payment fi-om Cohen to^^^^^^|-were concealed from 
Sterling and cannot be obtained via subpoena to Sterling. Additionally, even where documents 
were sent to Cohen by Sterling (and therefore are available from Sterling via subpoena), the fact 
that they may be found in Subject Premises-1 will be relevant to Cohen’s possession or knowledge 
of the documents. 

c. From my I'eview of records maintained by First Republic, I loiow that Cohen 
provided the address for Subject Premises-1 as the mailing addi'esses for the Essential Consultants 
Account and MDC&A Account. See supra 18(b), 18(e). Accordingly, it is likely that Subject 
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Premises-1 contains records relating to the Essential Consultants Account and MDC&A Account, 
including, among other things, account opening documents, bank statements, documents provided 
as part of the know-your-customer process, airy notes made by Cohen when he was opening the 
accounts, wire transfer records, and canceled checks. Even where these records can be obtained 
from First Republic, the fact that they may be found m Subject Premises-1 will be relevant to, 
among other things, Cohen’s ownership of the accounts, or his Icnowledge of transactions or the 
existence of funds in accounts. 

d. Based on my review of records maintained by Capital One Bank, TD Bank, Morgan 
Staffle3^Ci^MtiMal Baidc, Stgffatra*e~Bank,-and Bethpage-Credit UnionrFknow^ to 
provided the address for Subject Premises-1 as the mailing for his accounts at each of these 
financial institutions. Accordingly, it is likely that Subject Premises-1 contains records lelating to 
these accounts, including, among other things, banlc statements that list account balances. The 
existence of these records in Subject Premises-1 will be relevant to, among other things, Cohen s 
ownership of the accounts and his Icnowledge of the balances in these accounts. 

e. Additionally, Cohen may have records of other bank accounts or assets that were 
not disclosed to Sterling and are not presently Icnown by law enforcement. For example, as 
described above, Cohen has received interest income smce 2015 that he'has not disclosed to 
Sterling or paid taxes on. Also, on Cohen’s August 2014 Financial Statement, ses supfci ^ 16(e), 
he disclosed $10,000,000 in “investments in overseas entities.”^® The value of these investments 
was omitted from subsequent financial statements. However, for the reasons outlined above, there 
is probable cause to believe that Cohen omitted the value of those investments from his 2017 

Based on my participation.in an interview with Sterling Employee-3, I have learned that 
Cohen told Sterling Employee-3 that the reference to “investments in overseas entities” on his 
2014 Financial Statement was to serve merely as a “placeholder” for potential fixture investments. 
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financial statements in order to understate his assets. As Subject Premises-1 is Cohen’s primary 
residence and he uses Subj ect Pi'emises-1 as the mailing address for banlc records, there is pi obable 
cause to believe that account statements for unlaiown banlc accounts or assets concealed from 

Sterling are lilcely to be found in Subject Premises-1. 

f. Based on my review of records maintained by AT&T and produced pursuant to the 
Cohen Email Warrants, I Icnow that the address Cohen provided to AT&T for Essential Consultants 
is the address for Subject Premises-1. See supra f 19(c). Therefore, there is probable cause to 
believe that Subject Premises-1 will contain evidence concerning the operation of Essential 

ICor^uitents^or n^ that CoHefr ffrceiWdTThi-ouglT^Essential Consultantsr”from~AT&TT- 

Additionally, because Cohen used the address for Subject Premises-1 for at least one consulting 
arrangement involving Essential Consultants, there is probable cause to believe that Subject 
Premises-1 may contain records of other consulting aiTangements that Cohen, through Essential 

Consultants, has with other individuals or entities. 

g. Based on my review of records maintained by GetzeTs accounting firm, and emails 
produced pui-suantto the Cohen Email Warrants, I have learned that GetzeTs accounting firm sent 
documents to Subject Premises-1 and used the address for Subject Premises-1 as the address listed 
on Cohen’s personal and corporate tax retains. See supra f 16(n). For instance, on or about 
October 6, 2017, an employee at GetzeTs accounting firm emailed Cohen that she had sent 
Cohen’s September 2017 Financial Statement by FedEx to Cohen’s attention. Accordingly, 
Cohen’s tax records are likely to be found in Subject Premises-1. 

h. Based on my review of bank records and publicly-available documents, I know that 
Cohen used $130,000 from a home equity line of credit on Subject Premises-1 to pay Clifford. I 
also know that on the settlement and nondisclosure agi-eement between “Peggy Peterson” and EC, 
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LLC,” the address for Essential Consultants is Subject Premises-1. Accordingly, Subject 
Premises-1 is lilcely to contain evidence of the Campaign Finance Offenses, including settlement 
and nondisclosure agreements, payment recoi'ds, written and email correspondence, and records 

pertaining to the home equity line of credit. 

i. Based on my review of emails produced pursuant to the Cohen Email Wari'ants and 
iCloud Warrant, I know that Cohen used at least one Apple iPhone, an Apple iPad Mini, and a 
MacBookPro to access his iCloud account. Based on my review of location records provided by 
Apple pursuant to the iCloud WaiTant, I know that electronic devices linked to Cohen’s iCloud 

“^FcbunrwefeWd^SubjectPfemrs"es^l tw^ong other thing 

files to Cohen’s iCloud account. Accordingly, there is probable cause to believe that Subject 
Premises-1 contains electronic devices, including certain Apple products, that for reasons 
discussed below are likely to contain evidence of the Subject Offenses. 

j. Based on my review of emails produced pursuant to the Cohen Email Wairants, I 
understand that Subject Premises-1 recently sustained water damage to certain parts of the 
premises, and that Cohen has engaged confactors to perform certain remediation work on the 
premises. In addition, as set forth above, I believe that Cohen and his family are temporarily 
residing at Subject Premises-4 in the Loew’s Regency Hotel, which is approximately two blocks 
fi'om Subject Premises-1. However, based on my review of a work order sent to Cohen’s email 
by a contractor, I understand that the first phase of the work order called for the contractor to “Pack 
& Remove all items & fumisliings in Living Room, Kitchen, Sons Room & Dining Room” and 
store them off-site. In addition, based on my review of drawings sent to Cohen by the contractor, 
it appears that the work is primarily being done in these rooms. Thus, I believe that the 
construction - to the extent it is still ongoing - would not necessarily have caused Cohen to move 
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all documents or evidence responsive to the warrant out of Subject Premises-1, because it does not 
appear that work is being done to the portion of Subject Premises-1, such as a home office or 
Cohen’s own room, where such documents or evidence would most lilcely be found.^^ 

48. Second, there is probable cause to believe that Cohen uses Subject Premises-2 as 
office space, and also that Subject Premises-2 contains certain electronic devices. Specifically, 
from my review of the “strategic alliance agreement” between Squire Patton Boggs and Cohen, 
and my review of the press release on Squire Patton Boggs’s website, I know that Cohen has an 
office at Subject Premises-2. See supra fl 18(d), 19(e). Indeed, I have learned that pursuant to 

“Cohen’s agreemenTwithrth^lWfinrh'he^has “dedicated-and segregated office-space in Squire 

Patton Boggs’s offices on the 23rd floor of 30 Rockefeller Plaza, and that the space is “physically 
sepai-ate” fr'om the firm’s offices and has “locked doors and its own locked file cabinets.” See 
supra T[ 19(e). Additionally, I know that under the terms of the agreement, Cohen agreed to 
“arrange for [his] own computer seiwer system that is not connected to [Squire Patton Boggs’s] 
computer network system.” I Icnow from my paificipation in an interview with Getzel, who met 
Cohen at Subject Premises-2 in 2017, that Subject Premises-2 is an office with a door, it appeal's 
to be used only by Cohen, and it contains, among other things, a computer and paper files. 
According to Getzel, when Getzel saw Cohen at Subject Premises-2, he had two cellular 
telephones in Subject Premises-2. I also Icnow from my review of emails produced pursuant to the 
Cohen Email Warrants that Cohen uses the address for Subject Premises-2 in the signatoe block 

As noted below, based on my training and experience, I believe that individuals who travel or 
stay in hotels for short-term periods commonly bring some items with them, such as poi-toble 
electronic devices or sensitive items, meaning that Cohen has likely talcen some evidence from 
Subject Premises-1 to Subject Premises-4. Nevertheless, given the temporaiy natoe of Cohen s 
stay at Subject Preniises-4 and the scope of the work being done at Subject Premises-1,1 believe 
it is unlikely that Cohen has taken all evidence that would be subject to seizure out of Subject 
Premises-1. 
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on his emails. Based on my review of notes of a call between Cohen and First Republic Employee- 
2 (which notes were taken by another First Republic employee, who was participating in the call 
and taking notes), I Icnow that, on or about November 15, 2017, Cohen told First Republic 
Employee-2 that he had a new office at 3 0 Rock. Moreover, I know from an article in Vanity Fair 
published on or about February 14, 2018, that Cohen was interviewed by the magazine in Subject 
Premises-2 in or about February 2018, 

49. There is also probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-2 is likely to contain 
insfrumentalities, evidence, and fruits of the Subject Offenses. Specifically, fi'om my review of 

eimils producedjpumuMifto^^ and the^Cohen EmaiTWarrants and iCloud Warranfr as well— 

as my training and experience, I know the following: 

a. According to records maintained by Sterling, when Cohen was emailing with 
Sterling Employee-3 in 2018 about a modification to his existing loan from Sterling, Cohen listed 
his address in his email as the address for Subject Premises-2. See supra f 16(t), 16(u). 
Accordingly, Subject Premises-2 likely contains evidence concerning Cohen’s loan modification 
negotiations with Sterling. 

b. Based on my review of records obtained pursuant to the Cohen Email Warrants, I 
know that the address Cohen provided to KAI and BTA for Essential Consultants is the addi-ess 
for Subject Premises-2. See supra HI 19(a), 19(b). Therefore, there is probable cause to believe 
that Subject Premises-2 will contain evidence concerning the operation of Essential Consultants 
or money that Cohen received, through Essential Consultants, from KAI and BTA, among other 
entities with which Cohen had a consulting arrangement. Additionally, based on my review of 
emails sent in 2018 that were obtained pnrsnant to the Cohen Email Warrants, I know that Cohen 
continues to enter into consulting aiTangements through Essential Consultants, and agreements 
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relating to those arrangements indicate that Essential Consultants is located at Subject Premises- 
2. Additionally, because Cohen used the address for Subject Premises-2 for multiple consulting 
arrangements involving Essential Consultants, there is probable cause to believe that Subject 
Premises-2 may contain records of other unlaiown consulting arrangements that Cohen has with 
other individuals or entities. 

c. Based on my review of records maintained by Getzel’s accountmg firai, and emails 
produced pursuant to the Cohen Email Wanunts, as well as my participation in an interview with 
Getzel, I have learned that Getzel visited Subject Premises-2 to meet with Cohen about his taxes. 

"S'ge“SZ^fl1[ 20(ay-'7^t ffiatTneetmg, Getzel-discussed-with Cohen whether-Cohen should disclose- 
Essential Consultants on his personal financial statement to banks. According, there is probable 
cause to believe that Subject Premises-2 will contain evidence relating to Cohen’s taxes, or notes 
of his conversation with Getzel. Moreover, the fact that Cohen used Subject Premises-2 for a 
meeting regarding his personal financial matters provides probable cause to believe that documents 
and information regarding his finances will be found in Subject Premises-2. 

d. Based on my participation in an interview with Getzel, I know that Cohen maintains 
a computer in Subject Premises-2. From my review of IP data produced pursuant to a subpoena 
and pen register to Google, it appeal's that Cohen is logging into his Gmail account from Subject 
Premises-2. Accordingly, there is probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-2 contains 
electronic devices, that for reasons discussed below are likely to contain evidence of the Subject 
Offenses. 

e. Based upon my training and experience, I have learned that individuals who 
maintain businesses typically keep records relating to the business—such as contracts with clients 
and records of payments^—at the busmess’ identified location. I am not aware of any addresses 
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associated with Essential Consultants other than Subject Premises-1 and Subject Premises-2. 
Accordingly, there is probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-1 and Subject Premises-2 


will contain business recoi'ds for Essential Consultants. 

50. Third, there is probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-3 is likely to contain 
instrumentalities, evidence, and fruits of the Subject Offenses. In particular: 

a. As noted above, Cohen has two bank accounts at TD Bank. In or about November 


2017, as Cohen was receiving substantial income from consulting work—which he did not disclose 
to Sterling—Cohen opened the safety deposit box at TD Bank, which is Subject Premises-3. In 

light of theTforementibned evidericertharCohen conceals”a^ssetsrmcluding-assets at-TD-Bank, 

there is probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-3 contains financial assets, objects of value 
and/or docmnents relating to such assets or objects of value that Cohen likely did not disclose to 


Sterling. Indeed, based on my fraining and experience, I am aware that people often conceal 
valuable items in safety deposit boxes. Accordingly, there is probable cause to believe that Subject 


Premises-3 will contain evidence of the Bank Fraud Offenses. 

b. In addition, based on my review of records produced by TD Bank, I know that 
Cohen has accessed the vault in which Subject Premises-3 is stored on two occasions. The first 
such occasion was on November 10, 2017. Cohen signed into the vault at approximately 5:35 and 
out of vault at approximately 5:39 on that date.^^ g^sed on my review of toll records, I loiow that 
Cohen’s first call after he signed out of the safety deposit box - approximately 45 minutes later - 
was to Keith Davidson. Specifically, at 6:25 p.m. Cohen called Davidson and they spoke for less 
than a minute; three minutes later, Davidson called Cohen back and they spoke for approximately 


The entry in the bank’s log book does not specify whether this is A.M. or P.M. However, I infer 
that it is P.M., because it is unlikely that the bank would have been open at 5:35 and 5:39 a.m. 
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22 minutes. The second such occasion was on Februaiy 2, 2018, wliich is during the time period 
numerous media reports about Cohen’s payment to Clifford were being published, and is one day 
after it appears that Cohen’s family moved into Subject Premises-4, as set forth above. The timing 
of Cohen’s two visits to the vault - one shortly before a call to Keith Davidson and the other ai ound 
the time that Cohen came under media scrutiny in connection with the payment to Davidson s 
client- gives rise to probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-3 will contain evidence of the 
Campaign Finance Offenses, such as documents relevant to the Cohen’s dealmg with Keith 
Davidson and the payment to Clifford, including documents or evidence that Cohen did not want 
to leave in his apartment where constmcfion workers would be presentr 

51. Based on my review of emails obtained pursuant to the Cohen Email Warrants and 
cell phone location information, I believe that Cohen is temporarily residing in Subject Premises- 
4. See supra 3(d). There is also probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-4 contains 
instrumentalities and evidence of the Subject Offenses, including, the following. 

a. As described above, it appears that Cohen moved to Subject Premises-4 on or about 
February 1, 2018, at which time numerous media reports about Cohen’s involvement in the 
payment to Clifford were being published. See supra 'ft 3(d). During this time same period, 
Cohen was frequently corresponding with the media and sent himself and others statements about 
his involvement in the payment to Clifford. supra 42(a)-(c). Thus, there is probable cause 
that Cohen took at least some documents and evidence relating to the Clifford payment with him 
to Subject Premises-4, in order to reference and consult them in connection with these statements. 

33 As noted above. Subject Premises-3 is approximately five inches by ten inches. Accordingly, I 
do not believe that it would fit a large volume of hard copy documents; however, a small number 
of hard-copy documents, or a large volume of documents contained on a flash drive or other 
portable storage device, would fit in Subject Premises-3. 


2017 . 08.02 










Case l:18-cr-00602-WHP Document 48-2 Filed 07/18/19 Page 76 of 201 


b. As described above, at the time Cohen moved to Subject Premises-4, he was also 


in the midst of ongoing negotiations with Sterling regarding the refinancing of his medallion debts. 


For example, on January 30,2018, Cohen had a lengthy phone call with Sterling Employee-3 about 
his finances and the proposed restructuring, and on February 1, 2018, Cohen sent an email to 
Sterling Employee-3 claiming that he did not have more than $1.25 million in cash. See supra Td 
16(u). Thus, there is probable cause that Cohen took at least some documents and evidence relating 


to his ongoing negotiations with Sterling with him to Subject Premises-4, in order to reference and 
consult them in connection with these negotiations. 

' C. As described'abb^CbhetrusMWl^ron^Awle“iPhone7an-Appfe^^ 


and a MacBook Pro to access his iCloud account, and these electronic devices linked to Cohen’s 
iCloud account were used at Subject Premises-1 — Cohens’ permanent residence — to place 
telephone calls and baclmp files to Cohen’s iCloud account. See supra 47(i). Although Cohen’s 
stay at Subject Premises-4 is temporary, based on my training and experience I know that 
individuals who travel or stay in hotels for short-teim periods commonly bring portable electronic 
devices with them, such as cellular phones, tablets, or laptops. Accordmgly, there is probable 
cause to believe that Subject Premises-4, where Cohen currently appears to be residing, contams 


electronic devices, including Subject Device-1, Subject Device-2, and/or ceidain Apple products. 


that for the reasons discussed herein are likely to contain evidence of the Subject Offenses. 


d. Moreover, as set forth above, based on cellphone location information I know that 
Subject Device-1 and Subject Device-2 were in the vicinity of Subject Premises-4 as recently as 
this morning (April 8, 2018). As set forth above, there is probable cause to believe that Cohen 
used the Subject Devices in furtherance of the Subject Offenses, including to communicate with 
Sterling employees regarding the medallion transaction, with First Republic employees regarding 
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the Essential Consultants Account, with his accountant regai'ding his finances, and with 
individuals, such as Davidson, Howai'd and Pecker, involved in the $130,000 payment to Clifford. 

52. Although Cohen appears to be residing currently in Subject Premises-4, it is 
unknown whether Cohen will be physically present within Subject Premises-4 at the moment the 
warrant sought herein are executed. If Cohen is within Subj ect Premises-4 at that moment. Subject 
Device-1 and Subject Device-2 - his cellphones - will lUcely also be within Subject Premises-4. 
If Cohen is not within Subject Premises-4 at that moment, the devices will lilcely be on his person, 
wherever he is located (which, based on location data for Subject Device-1 and Subject Device-2 
as recently as" todayri^liKely^to b^in the^Stmthem District'ofNeW7York)r~As such,^^A^ 
seelcs separate authority to seize Subject Device-1 and Subject Device-2, in the event that those 
devices are not located within Subject Premises-4 (or another Subject Premises) at the moment the 
wan'ants sought herein are executed. 

D. Probable Cause Justifying Search of ESI 

53. Based on the foregoing, there is probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-1, 

Subject Premises-2 and Subject Premises-4 contain electronic devices that are lilcely to contain 
evidence, fruits, and instrumentalities of the Subject Offenses (and, as set forth above, that Subject 
Device-1 and Subject Device-2 are themselves electronic devices that are likely to contain 
evidence of the Subject Offenses). Specifically, based on my review of information produced 
pursuant to the Cohen Email Warrants, the iCloud Warrant, and subpoenas, as well as pen register 
data, I submit tliat there is probable cause that Subject Premises-1 contains an Apple iPad Mini, a 
MacBook Pro, and has, at various tunes, contained Apple cellphones; similaify, there is probable 
cause that Subject Premises-2 contains a computer and has, at various times, contamed Apple 
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cellphones. These devices are likely to include evidence, fruits, and instrumentalities of the 

Subject Offenses for the following reasons: 

a. As described throughout this affidavit, Cohen used email to send and receive 
communications related to the Subject Offenses. In particular, Cohen used email to send and 
receive communications with Sterling, First Republic, Getzel, the entities to which he is pioviding 
consulting services, Davidson, and Howard, among others. While some of these emails have 
already been obtained via subpoenas and search waiTants, I loiow from my training and experience 
that individuals can and do delete emails from their Internet-based inboxes but retain copies of 

ThWeifrailsmtheir hard drivesT^I also know that mdividuals oftemhave multiple email-accounts, 

some of which may not be Icnown to law enforcement, and as a result electronic devices can be a 
unique repositoiy of all emails relevant to certain Subject Offenses. Indeed, from my involvement 
in this investigation, I know that Cohen had an email account with the Tmmp Organization, but 
the USAO and FBI have not been able to obtain the contents of that account to date. Thus, emails 
relevant to the Subject Offenses are likely stored on electronic devices in Subject Premises-1, 


Subject Premises-2 and/or Subject Premises-4. 

b. Additionally, Subject Premises-1, Subject Premise-2 and Subject Premises-4 lilcely 
contain electronic copies of documents relevant to the Subject Offenses. Indeed, I know from my 
tr aining and experience tliat individuals often retain copies of important documents on their 
computers or other electronic devices capable of storing information, including cellphones (such 
as the Subject Devices) and tablets. Here, there are a number of documents that Cohen has likely 
retained that will be relevant to the Subject Offenses. For example, elecfronic devices may include 
documentation of Cohen’s tme net worth, a listing of his assets, an accounting of his available 
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cash, consulting agreements with tliird parties, and documentation of his payment to Clifford, 

among other evidence of the Subject Offenses. 

c. Third, I know from my review of emails obtained pursuant to the Cohen Email 

Warrants that Cohen sent up online banking with First Republic. Based on my training and 
experience, I know that individuals who set up online banldng often receive electronic notices 
concerning financial transactions and, on occasion, save records of theh financial transactions to 
theft devices. Accordingly, there is probable cause to believe that Cohen’s electronic devices 
contain evidence of banking activity, including the existence of bank accounts or assets that Cohen 
“didlioTdisclose to Sterlings MelfoseT 

d. Fourth, from my review of records produced by Apple, I know that Cohen 
communicates using text message as well as encrypted communications applications. These 
apphcations that Cohen has downloaded onto a phone include, but are not limited to, WhatsApp, 
Signal, and Dust. I know from my review of toll records and text messages that, in particular, 
Cohen communicated with Pecker using these encrypted applications. Accordingly, there is 
probable cause to believe that Cohen’s cellphones - the Subject Devices - will contain encrypted 
messages that are not otherwise accessible relating to the Subject Offenses. 

54. Based on my training and experience, I know that individuals who engage in 
financial crimes commonly use computers to communicate with co-conspirators, keep financial 
ledgers, and retain fi-audulent documents. As a result, they often store data on theft- computers 
related to theft- illegal activity, which can include logs of online or cellphone-based chats with 
co-conspirators; email correspondence; contact information of co-conspirators, including 
telephone numbers, email addresses, and identifiers for instant messaging and social medial 
accounts; bank account numbers; and/or records of uses of funds. 
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55. Based on my training and experience, I also know that, where computers are used 
in furtherance of criminal activity, evidence of the criminal activity can often be found months or 
even years after it occuiTed. This is typically true because: 

o Electronic files can be stored on a hai-d drive for years at little or no cost and users thus 
have little incentive to delete data that may be useful to consult in the fiiture. 

• Even when a user does choose to delete data, the data can often be recoveied months 
or years later with the appropriate forensic tools. When a file is deleted on a home 
computer, the data contained in the file does not actually disappear, but instead lemains 
on the hard drive, in “slack space,” until it is oveiwritten by new data that cannot be 
stored elsewhere on the computer. Similarly, files that have been viewed on the Internet 
are generally downloaded into a temporary Internet directory or “cache,” which is only 
overwritten as the “cache” fills up and is replaced with more recently viewed Internet 

pages. Thus”, the ability to refideve'ftom' a hard drive or other electronic^orage media 

depends less on when the file was created or viewed than on a particular user’s 
operating system, storage capacity, and computer habits. 

o In the event that a user changes computers, the user will typically tr^sfer files firom 
the old computer to the new computer, so as not to lose data. In addition, users often 
keep backups of their data on electronic storage media such as thumb drives, flash 
memory cards, CD-ROMs, or portable hard drives. 

56. Based on the foregoing, I respectfully submit there is probable cause to believe that 
Cohen engaged in the Subject Offenses, and that evidence of this criminal activity is likely to be 
found in the Subject Premises, on computers and electronic media found in the Subject Premises, 
and on the Subject Devices. In particular, there is probable cause to believe that the Subject 
Premises and Subject Devices will contain evidence, fioiits, and instrumentalities of violations of 
the Subject Offenses, as more fully described in Sectiop II of Attachments A, B, C, D, E and F to 

the proposed warrants, including the following: 

a. Evidence necessary to establish the occupancy or ownership of the Subject 
Premises, including without limitation, utility and telephone bills, mail envelopes, addressed 
cori'espondence, bank statements, identification documents, and keys. 

b. Evidence relating to Sterling, Melrose, and/or taxi medallions. 
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c. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement for Cohen and/or entities 
associated with him to transfer any interest in taxi medallions, and any associated debts or 


liabilities, to others, including tcl 


land/or entities associated with him. 


d. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement to modify loans that Cohen has 


with Sterling and/or Melrose. 

e. Evidence relating to Essential Consultants, LLC, including any documents that 
mdicate the natare and purpose of payments made to or from Essential Consultants or the nature 
of any work done by Cohen or any other individuals in coimection with Essential Consultants. 

f. Evidence of income to Michael D. Cohen & Associates, including any documents 
that indicate the natui'e and purpose of payments made to or from Michael D. Cohen & Associates, 
or evidence of the purpose of accounts opened in the name of Michael D. Cohen & Associates. 

g. Evidence relating to Cohen’s net worth, available cash and cash equivalents, 
monthly and annual income, income sources, and other assets, whether held personally or through 
entities, including tax returns, personal financial statements, and banlc records. 

h. Evidence relating to agreements, loans, and/or financial transactions between 

Cohen and^^^^^^^^^^md by Cohen. 

i. Evidence relating to payments to Stephanie Clifford, Kai-en McDougal, or then- 
agents or legal representatives, including any nondisclosure agreements and related documents, 
and any communications related to such agreements. 

j. Evidence of communications involving Michael Cohen, Donald Trump and/or 
agents or associates of the Trump Campaign about Stephanie Clifford or Karen McDougal, or 
payments to Stephanie Clifford or Karen McDougal. 
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k. Evidence of communications involving Michael Cohen, American Media, Inc., 
David Pecker, and/or Dylan Howard about Donald Trump, the Tmmp Campaign, Stephanie 
Clifford, and/or Karen McDougal. 

l. Evidence relating to Cohen’s role in the Trump Campaign, and coordination or 
consultation with the Tramp Campaign. 

m. Evidence of communications with Donald Trump and/or agents or associates of the 
Tramp Campaign about the Access Hollywood tape and other potential sources of negative 
publicity involving Tramp’s relationship in the ran up to the election. 

—-nT'EvidMceTelating^to any reimbursemen1ror-other promises- made-to-Cohen-for 

payment to Clifford or others in connection with the election. 

o. Evidence relating to Cohen’s knowledge of the campaign finance laws, campaign 
contribution reporting requirements, and campaign contribution limits. 

p. Communications with othei's, including JefiErey Getzel and/or other accountants, 
relating to Cohen’s banlc accounts, taxes, debts, and/or finances; 

q. Communications, records, documents, and other files reflecting false 
representations to a financial institution related to the intended purpose of an account or loan at 
that financial institution; the nature of any business or entity associated with an account at a 
financial institution; the soui'ce of fionds flowing into an account; or the purpose or nature of any 
financial transactions involving that financial institution; 

r. Evidence of Cohen’s intent as it relates to the Subject Offenses under investigation. 

TTT . Procedures for Searching ESI 
A. Execution of Warrant for ESI 

57. Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 41 (e)(2)(B) provides that a warrant to search 

for and seize property “may authorize the seizure of electronic storage media or the seizui'e or 
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copying of electronically stored mfomation ... for later review.” Consistent with Rule 41, this 
application requests authorization to seize any computer devices and storage media and transport 
them to an appropriate law enforcement facility for review. This is typically necessary foi a number 
of reasons; 

o First, the volume of data on computer devices and storage media is often impractical 
for law enforcement personnel to review in its entirety at the search location. 

9 Second, because computer data is particularly vulnerable to inadyeifent or intentional 
modification or destruction, computer devices ai'e ideally examined in a conftolled 
environment, such as a law enforcement laboratory, where trained personnel, using 
specialized software, can make a forensic copy of the storage media that can be 
subsequently reviewed in a manner that does not change the underlying data. 

• Thhd, there are so many types of computer hardware and software in use today that it 
can be impossible to bring to the search site all of the necessary technical manuals and 
specialized personnel and equipment potentially required to safely access the 
underlying computer data. 

• Fourth, many factors can complicate and prolong recovery of data fiorn a computer 
device, including the increasingly common use of passwords, encryption, or other 
features or configurations designed to protect or conceal data on the computer, which 
often take considerable tune and resources for forensic personnel to detect and resolve. 

58. As discussed herein, Squire Patton Boggs is a ftinctioning law finn that conducts 
legitimate business umnlated to Cohen’s commission of the Subject Offenses. Subject Premises- 
2 is an office located inside of Squire Patton Boggs’s New York office. In order to execute the 
warrant in the most reasonable fashion, law enforcement personnel will attempt to investigate on 
the scene of what computers or storage media, if any, must be seized or copied, and what computers 
or storage media need not be seized or copied. Law enforcement personnel will speak with Squire 
Patton Boggs personnel on the scene as may be appropriate to determine which files and electronic 
devices within Subject Premises-2 belong to or were used by Cohen. While, based on the 
foregoing, it does not appear that Cohen shared electronic devices or a server with Squire Patton 
Boggs, where appropriate, law enforcement personnel will copy data, rather than physically seize 
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computers, to reduce the extent of any disruption of Squire Patton Boggs’s operations. If, after 
inspecting the seized computers off-site, it is determined that some or all of this equipment is no 
longer necessary to retrieve and preserve the evidence, the Government will return it. 

59. Additionally, because Cohen is an attorney, and claims to serve as a personal 
attorney for Trump, the review of evidence seized fi'om the Subject Premises and Subject Devices 
will be conducted pursuant to established screening procedures to ensure that the law enforcement 
personnel involved in the investigation, including attorneys for the Government, collect evidence 
in a manner reasonably designed to protect any attorney-client or other applicable privilege. When 

appropriate, fheprocedureswiirincludeuse"ofaliesipated^‘filterteam7’separate'and apart fi'om- 

the investigative team, in order to review potentially privileged communications and determine 
which communications to release to the investigation and prosecution team. 

B. Accessing ESI on the Subj ect Devices 

60. As described above, the Subject Devices are both Apple brand devices. 

61. I know from my training and experience, as well as from information found in 
publicly available materials including those published by Apple, that some models of Apple 
devices such as iPhones and iPads offer their users the ability to unlock the device via the use of a 
fingerprint or thumbprint (collectively, “fmgerprmt”) in lieu of a numeric or alphanumeric 
passcode or password. This feature is called Touch ID. I also loiow that the Apple iPhone X offers 
its users the ability to unlock the device via the use of facial recognition (through infrared and 
visible- light scans) in lieu of a numeric or alphanumeric passcode or password. This feature is 
called Face ID. 

62. If a user enables Touch ID on a given Apple device, he or she can register up to 5 
fingerprints that can be used to unlock that device. The user can then use any of the registered 
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fingerprints to unlock the device by pressing the relevant finger(s) to die device’s Touch ID sensor, 
which is found in the round button (often referred to as the “home” button) found at the bottom 
center of the fi'ont of the device. If a user enables Face ID on a given Apple device, he or she can 
unlock the device by raising the iPhone to his or her face, or tapping the screen. In my tiaining 
and experience, users of Apple devices that offer Touch ID or Face ID often enable it because it is 
considered to be a more convenient way to unlock the device than by entering a numeric or 
alphanumeric passcode or password, as well as a more secure way to protect the device s contents. 

63. In some circumstances, Touch ID or Face ID cannot be used to unlock a device that 
has either security feature enable, and a passcode^or^password^mustrbe used instead. These 
circumstances include; (1) when the device has just been turned on oi lestarted, (2) when moie 
than 48 hours has passed since the last time the device was unlocked; (3) when the passcode or 
password has not been entered in the last 6 days, and the device has not been unlocked via Touch 
ID in the last 8 hours or the device has not been unlocked via Face ID in the last 4 hours; (4) the 
device has received a remote lock command; or (5) five unsuccessful attempts to unlock the device 
via Touch ID or Face ID are made. 

54. The passcodes or passwords that would unlock the Subject Devices aie not known 
to law enforcement. Thus, it will likely be necessary to press the fingeis of the user of the Subject 
Devices to the devices’ Touch ID sensor, or hold the Subject Devices in front of the user’s face to 
activate the Face ID sensor, in an attempt to unlock the devices for the purpose of executing the 
seai'ch authorized by this wan'ant. Attempting to unlock the relevant Apple devices via Touch ID 
with the use of the jangerprints of the user, or via Face ID by holding the device in front of the 
user’s face, is necessary because the government may not otheiwise be able to access the data 
contained on those devices for the puipose of executing the seai'ch authorized by this warrant. 

77 

2017 . 08.02 










Case l:18-cr-00602-WHP Document 48-2 Filed 07/18/19 Page 86 of 201 

65. Based on these facts and my training and experience, it is likely that Cohen is the 
user of the Subject Devices, and thus that his fingei-prints ai-e among those that are able to unlock 
the Subject Devices via Touch ID or his face is able to unlock tlie Subject Devices via Face ID. 

66. Although I do not know which of a given user’s 10 fingerprints is capable of 
unlocking a particular device, based on my training and experience I know that it is common foi a 
user to unlock a Touch ID-enabled Apple device via the fingerprints on thumbs or index fingers. 
In the event that law enforcement is unable to unlock the Subject Devices as described above 
within the five attempts permitted by Touch ID, this will simply result in the device requiring the 
entry of a password or passcode b^Tofe it can be rmlocked. 

67. I also know fi-om my fiaining and experience, and my review of publicly available 
materials pubUshed by Apple that Apple brand devices, such as the Subject Devices, have a feature 
that allows a user to erase the contents of the device remotely. By logging into the Internet, the 
user or any other individual who possesses the user’s account information can take steps to 
completely wipe the contents of the device, thereby destroying evidence of criminal conduct, along 
with any other information on the device. The only means to prevent this action is to disable the 
device’s ability to connect to the Internet immediately upon seizure, which requires either access 
to the device itself to alter the settings, or the use of specialized equipment that is not consistently 

available to law enforcement agents at every arrest. 

68. Due to the foregoing, I request that the Court authorize law enforcement to press 
the fingers (including thumbs) of Cohen to the Touch ID sensors the Subject Devices, or hold the 
Subject Devices in fi-ont of Cohen’s face, for the purpose of attempting to unlock the Subject 
Devices via Touch ID or Face ID in order to search the contents as authorized by this warrant. 
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C. Review of ESI 

69. Following seizure of any computer devices and storage media and/or the creation 
of forensic image copies, law enforcement personnel (including, in addition to law enforcement 
officers and agents, and depending on the nature of the ESI and the status of the investigation and 
related proceedings, attorneys for the govermnent, attorney support staff, agency personnel 
assisting the government in this investigation, and outside technical experts under government 
control) will review the ESI contained therein for infonnation responsive to the warrant. 

70. In conducting this review, law enforcement personnel may use various techniques 

~toliefeSiii5^wliiclrfiles or other ESEcontain evidence br fiTiits oEthe Subject QffensesT—Sueh- 

techniques may include, for example: 

• surveying directories or folders and the individual files they contain (analogous to 
looking at the outside of a file cabinet for the markings it contains and opening a drawer 
believed to eontain pertinent files); 

• eondueting a file-by-file review by “opening” or reading the first few “pages” of sueh 
files in order to determine their precise contents (analogous to perfoiming a cursory 
examination of each document in a file cabinet to determine its relevanee), 

• “scanning” storage areas to discover and possibly recover recently deleted data or 
deliberately hidden files; and 

• perfoiming eleetronie keyword searches through all electronic storage ai'eas to 
determine the existence and location of data potentially related to the subjeet matter of 
the investigation^'*; and 

• reviewing metadata, system information, configuration files, legistry data, and any 
other information reflecting how, when, and by whom the computer was used. 


Keyword searehes alone ai'e typically inadequate to deteet all relevant data. For one thing, 
keyword searehes work only for text data, yet many types of files, sueh as images and videos, do 
not store data as searehable text. Moreover, even as to text data, there may be information property 
subject to seizure but that is not captured by a keyword search beeause the information does not 
eontain the keywords being searehed. 
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71. Law enforcement personnel will make reasonable efforts to restrict their search to 
data falling within the categories of evidence specified in the warrant. Depending on the 
chcumstances, however, law enforcement personnel may need to conduct a complete review of all 
the ESI from seized devices or storage media to evaluate its contents and to locate all data 
responsive to the warrant. 

D. Return of ESI 

72. , If the Government detennines that the electronic devices are no longer necessaiy 
to retrieve and preserve the data, and the devices themselves are not subject to seizui'e pursuant to 

■FederalRule^of eriminaLProcedure 4I(c)7the Government will retum-these items^upon-requestr- 

Computer data that is encrypted or um'eadable will not be returned unless law enforcement 
persormel have determined that the data is not (i) an instmmentality of the offense, (ii) a fruit of 
the criminal activity, (iii) contraband, (iv) otherwise unlawfully possessed, or (v) evidence of the 
Subject Offenses. 
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AO 93 (SDNY Rev. 05/10) Search and Seizure Warrant 


United States District Court 

• for the 

Southern District of New York 

In the Matter of the Search of ) 

(Briefly describe the property* to be searched ) 

or identify the person by name and address) ) Case No, 

Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, Room 1728, ? 

New York, New York 10065, and any closed ^ 

containers/items contained therein, See Attachment D ^ 

SEARCH AND SEIZURE WARRANT 

To: ' Any authorized law enforcement officer 

An application by a federal law enforcement o fficer or an attor ney for the g oyeiinnent requests the search . 

of the following person or property located in the _ Southern Distiict of _ New York _ 

(identify the person or describe the property to be searched and give its location)', 

Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, Room 1728, New York, New York 10065, and any closed containers/items 
contained therein, See Attachment D 

The person or property to be seai'ched, described above, is believed to conceal (identify the person or describe the 
property to be seized)'. 


See Attachment D 


I fmd that the affidavit(s), or any recorded testimony, establish probable cause to search and seize the person or 


property, 


YOU ARE COMMANDED to execute this wairant on or before 




(not to exceed 14 days) 

gf in the daytime 6:00 a.m. to 10 p.m. □ at any time in the day or night as I find reasonable cause has been 

established. 


Unless delayed notice is authorized below, you must give a copy of the warrant and a receipt for the property 
taken to the person from whom, or from whose premises, the property was taken, or leave the copy and receipt at the 
place where the property was taken. 

The officer executing this warrant, or an officer present during the execution of the Warrant, must prepare an 
inventory as required by law and promptly return this warrant and inventory to the Clerk of the Court. 

Upon its retmn, this warrant and inventory should be filed under seal by the Clerk of the Court._ 

------ USMJlmtials 


O I find that immediate notification may have an adverse result listed in 18 U.S.C. § 2705 (except for delay 
of trial), and autlrorize the officer executing this warrant to delay notice to the person who, or whose property, will be 

searched or seized (check the appropriate box) Dfor _days (not to exceed 30). 

□until, the facts justifying, the later specific date of 


Date and time issued: 





Jndge *s signature 


City and state: New York. NY _ _ Hon. Henrv B. Pitman. U.S. Magistrate Judge 

Printed name and title 
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AO 93 (Rev, 01/09) Search and Seizure 

warrant (^ir'agez; 

Return 


Case No.: 

Date and time warrant executed: 

Copy of warrant and inventory left with: 

Inventoiy made in the presence of: 



Inventory of the property taken and name of any person(s) seized: 


Certification 


I declare under penalty of peijury that this inventory is correct and was returned along with the original warrant 
to the Couit. 


Executing officer *s signature 


Printed name and title 
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ATTACB3MDENT B 

L Premises to be Searched—Subject Premises-4 

The premises to be searched (“Subject Premises-4”) are described as follows, and include 
electronic devices, and all locked and closed containers found therein; 

Room 1728 located inside the Loews Regency Hotel at 540 Park Avenue, New York, New 
York 10065. The building is a luxury hotel located on Park Avenue and 61st Street. Subject 
Premises-d is located on the 17th floor of the hotel. 

n. Items to Be Seized 

A. Evidence, Emits, and Instrumentalities of the Subject Offenses 

__Thedtems-to-be-seized-fium Subject Premisesr4„areewdmce^.lMts,_ andinstrumenMties 

of violations of 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 (consphacy, as it pertains to the other Subject Offenses), 1005 
(false banlc entries),' 1014 (false statements to a fmancial institution), 1343 (wire fraud), and 1344 
(banlc ffaud), and 52 U.S.C. §§ 30116(a)(1)(A) and 30109(d)(l)(A)(l) (illegal campaign 
contributions) (the “Subject Offenses”), described as follows: 

' a. Evidence relating to Sterling National Bank, Melrose Credit Union, and/or taxi 

medallions, ftom January 1,2013 to the present. 

b. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement for Michael Cohen and/or 

entities associated with him to trangfeimn^ntgesUn taxi medallions, and any associated debts or 
liabilities, to others, including to entities associated with him. 

c. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement to modify loans that Cohen has 
with Sterling and/or Melrose. 

d. Evidence relatmg to Essential Consultants, LLC, including any documents that 
indicate the nature and purpose of payments made to or from Essential Consultants or the nature 
of any work done by Cohen or any other individuals in cormection with Essential Consultants. 

e. Evidence of income to Michael D. Cohen & Associates, including any documents 
that indicate the nature and purpose of payments made to or from Michael D, Cohen & Associates, 
or evidence of the piupose of accounts opened in the name of Michael D. Cohen & Associates. • 

f. Evidence relating to Cohen’s net worth, available cash and cash equivalents, 
monthly and annual income, income sources, and other assets, whether held personally or through 
entities, including tax returns, personal financial statements, and banlc records, from January 1, 
2013 to the present. 

pjRvidmicernlatinetoaereMnmts, loans, and/or financial ffarmction^etween 

Cohen 
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and any payments by Cohen, h:om January 

1,2012 to the present 

h. Evidence relating to payments to Stephame Clifford, Karen McDougal, or their 
agents or legal representatives, including any nondisclosure agreements and related documents, 
and any communications related to such agi'eements. 

i. Evidence of communications involving Michael Cohen, Donald Trump and/or 
agents or associates of the Trump Campaign about Stephanie Clifford or Karen McDougal, or 
payments to Stephanie Clifford or Karen McDougal. 

j. Evidence of communications between Michael Cohen and American Media, Inc., 
David Pecker, and/or Dylan Howard about Donald Trump, the Trump Campaign, Stephanie 
Clifford, and/or Karen McDougal. 

Ic. Evidence relating to Cohen’s role in the Trump Campaign, and coordination or 
consultation with the Trump Campaign. 

l. Evidence of commimications with Donald Trump and/or agents or associates of the 
Trump Campaign about the Access Hollywood tape and other potential sources of negative 
publicity involving Trump’s relationship in the run up to the election. 

m. Evidence relating to any reimbursement or other promises made to Cohen for 
payment to Clifford or others in connection with the election. 

n. Evidence relating to Cohen’s knowledge of the campaign finance laws, campaign 
contribution reporting requirements, and campaign contribution Umits. 

o. Conrmunications with others, including Jeffrey Getzel and/or other accountants, 
relating to Cohen’s banlc accounts, taxes, debts, and/or finances, from January 1, 2013 to the 
present. 

p. Commimications, records, documents, and other files reflecting false 
representations to a financial institution related to the intended purpose of ari account or loan at 
that financial institution; the nature of any business or entity associated with an account at a 
financial institution; the source of funds flowing into an account; or the pmpose or nature of any 
financial transactions involving that financial institution, from January 1, 2013 to the present. 

q. Evidence of Cohen’s intent as it relates to the Subject Offenses under investigation. 

B. Search and Seizure of Electronically Stored Information 

The items to be seized from Subject Premises-4 also include any cornputer devices and 
storage media that may contain any electronically stored information falling within the categories 
set forth in Section n.A of this Attachment above, including, but not limited to, a MacBook Pro, 
any other desktop and laptop computers, any Apple iPhone or other cellphone or smartphone 
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I 


belonging to Michael Cohen or in his possession, an Apple iPad Mini, portable hard driv^, disk 
drives, thumb drives, and personal digital assistants. In lieu of seizing any such computer devrces 
or storage media, this warTant also authorizes the copying of such devices or media for later review. 

The items to be seized from Subject Pxemises-4 also include: 

1. Any items or records needed to access the data stored on any seized or copied 
computer devices or storage media; including but not limited to any physicd keys, encryption 
devices, or records of login credentials, passwords, private encryption keys, or similar’ information. 

2. Any items or records that may facilitate a forensic examination of the computer 
devices or storage media, including any hardware or software manuals or other formation 
concerning the configuration of the seized or copied computer devices or storage media. 

3. Any evidence concerning the identities or lo cations of those persons wth access to, 

^onttoluverromownership of the seized or copied-computei' deviees-oi-stQi-age-media.^ 

C. Review of ESI 

Following seizure of any computer devices and storage media and/or the creation of 
forensic image copies, law enforcement personnel (which may include, in addition to law 
enforcement officers and agents, attorneys for the government, attorney support staff, agency 
personnel as.-jisfing the government in this mvestigation, and outside technical experts under 
government control) are authorized to review the ESI contained therein for information responsive 
to the warrant 

In conducting this review, law enforcement personnel may use various techniques to locate 
information responsive to the warrant, including, for example. 

• sui-veying various file “directories” and the individual files they contain (analogous to 
looldng at the outside of a file cabinet for the markings it contains and opening a drawer 
believed to contain pertinent files); 

• opening or cm’soiily reading the fh’st few “pages” of such files in order to deteimine 
their precise contents; 

• scanning storage areas to discover and possibly recover recently deleted files or 
deliberately hidden files; 

• performing key word searches through all electronic storage areas to determine whethei 
occurrences of language contained in such storage ai'eas exist that are intimately related 
to the subject matter of the investigation; and 

• reviewmg metadata, system information, configui’ation files, registry data, and any 
other information reflecting how, when, and by whom the computer was used. 
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Law enforcement personnel will make reasonable efforts to search only for files, 
documents, or other electronically stored information within the categories identified in Sections 
II.A and n.B of this Attachment. However, law enforcement personnel are authorized to conduct 
a complete review of all the ESI fiom seized devices or storage media if necessary to evaluate its 
contents and to locate all data responsive to the warrant. 

Additionally, review of the items described in this Attachment shall be conducted pursuant to 
established procedui-es designed to collect evidence in a manner reasonably designed to protect 
any attorney-client or other applicable privilege. When appropriate, the procedm'es shall mclude 
use of a designated “filter team,” sepai'ate and apart fiom the investigative team, in order to 
address potential privileges. 
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TO BE FILED UNDER SEAL 

Agent Affidavit in Support of 
Application for Search and Seizure 

Warrant 


oTJiLvestigatiQn, _being 

deposes and says: 

1. Introduction 
A., Affiant 

1. I am a Special Agent with the Federal Bureau of Investigation (“FBF’). I have been 
a Special Agent with the FBI since 2009. In the course of my experience and training in these 
positions, I have participated in criminal investigations into federal offenses involving a wide array 
of financial crimes, including frauds on financial institutions, as well as into offenses involving 
public corruption. I also have training and experience executing search warrants, including those 
involving electronic evidence. 

2. On or about April 8, 2018, the Honorable Henry B. Pitman, United States 
Magistrate Judge, issued a search and seizure warrant for the premises known and described as 
Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, Room 1728, New York, New York 10065, and Any 
Closed Containers/Items Contained Therein. The warrant and my supporting affidavit (the 
“Affidavit”) are appended hereto. The Affidavit is incorporated herein by reference in its entirety 
as Exhibit A. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


In the Matter of the Application of the United 
States of America for a Search and Seizure 
Warrant for the Premises Known and Described 
as Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, 
Room 1628, a Suite that Encompasses Rooms 
1628, 1629, and 1630 New York, New York 
10065, and Any Closed Containers/Items 
Contained Therein 
Reference No. 2018R00127 


SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK) ss.: 

SpeciaLAgent,-Ee( 
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3. On or about April 9,2018, based upon a conversation with another law enforcement 
agent who spoke to an employee of Loews Regency Hotel, I learned that Michael Cohen is in fact 
staying in Room 1628 (in a suite encompassing rooms 1628,1629, and 1630) (collectively, “Room 
1628”), not Room 1728. Accordingly, I respectfully submit the attached amended warrant 
pursuant to Rule 41 of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure for the following Subject Premises; 
Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, Room 1628, New York, New York 10065, and Any 
Closed Containers/Items Contained Therein (“Subject Premises-4”). For the reasons detailed in 
the Affidavit and herein, I believe that there is probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-4 
contains evidence, fruits, and instrumentalities of violations of 18 U.S.C. §§ 1005 (false bank 

entries), 1014 (false statements to a financial institution), 1343 (wire fraud), and 1344 (bank fraud) 
(collectively, the “Bank Fraud Offenses”), 52 U.S.C. §§ 30116(a)(1)(A) and 30109(d)(l)(A)(l) 
(illegal campaign contributions) (the “Campaign Finance Offenses”), and 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 
(conspiracy as it pertains to the other Subject Offenses) (collectively, the “Subject Offenses”). 

4. Based on the foregoing, I respectfully request the court to issue a warrant to seize 
the items and information specified in Attachment A to this affidavit and to the Search and Seizure 
Warrant. 
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5. In light of the confidential nature of the continuing investigation, I respectfully 
request that this affidavit and all papers submitted herewith he maintained under seal until the 
Court orders otherwise. 



Special Agent 
FBI 


Sworn to before me on 
9th day of April, 2018 


UU\ 


tr\KH 






HOl^. HENRY B. ^ITMAN 

UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE 
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ATTACHMENT A 

I. Premises to be Searched—Subject Premises-4 

The premises to be searched (“Subject Premises-4”) are described as follows, and include 
electronic devices, and all locked and closed containers found therein; 

Room 1628 (a suite encompassing rooms 1628, 1629, and 1630) (collectively, “Room 
1628”), located inside the Loews Regency Hotel at 540 Park Avenue, New York, New York 
10065. The building is a luxury hotel located on Park Avenue and 61st Street. Subject Premises- 
4 is located on the 16th floor of the hotel. 

XL Items to Be Seized 

A. Evidence, Fruits, and Instrumentalities of the Subject Offenses 

The^iteths to be seizedlfpm~^Su5jecLPl^ises-4 are evidence, fruits, and instrumentalities 
of violations of 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 (conspiracy, as it pertains to the other Subject Offenses), 1005 
(false bank entries), 1014 (false statements to a financial institution), 1343 (wire fraud), and 1344 
(bank fraud), and 52 U.S.C. §§ 30116(a)(1)(A) and 30109(d)(l)(A)(l) (illegal campaign 
contributions) (the “Subject Offenses”), described as follows: 

a. Evidence relating to Sterling National Bank, Melrose Credit Union, and/or taxi 
medallions, from January 1,2013 to the present. 

b. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement for Michael Cohen and/or 
entities associated with him to transfei^n^nterest in taxi medallions, and any associated debts or 
liabilities, to others, including to ^^^^^^^^|md/or entities associated with him. 

c. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement to modify loans that Cohen has 
with Sterling and/or Melrose. 

d. Evidence relating to Essential Consultants, LLC, including any documents that 
indicate the nature and purpose of payments made to or from Essential Consultants or the nature 
of any work done by Cohen or any other individuals in connection with Essential Consultants. 

e. Evidence of income to Michael D. Cohen & Associates, including any documents 
that indicate the nature and purpose of payments made to or from Michael D. Cohen & Associates, 
or evidence of the purpose of accounts opened in the name of Michael D. Cohen & Associates. 

f. Evidence relating to Cohen’s net worth, available cash and cash equivalents, 
monthly and annual income, income sources, and other assets, whether held personally or through 
entities, including tax returns, personal financial statements, and bank records, from January 1, 
2013 to the present. 

g. Evidence relating to agreement s, loans, and/or financial transactions between 

Cohen and by 
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and any payments by 



to Cohen, from January 


h. Evidence relating to payments to Stephanie Clifford, Karen McDougal, or their 
agents or legal representatives, including any nondisclosure agreements and related documents, 
and any communications related to such agreements. 

i. Evidence of communications involving Michael Cohen, Donald Trump and/or 
agents or associates of the Trump Campaign about Stephanie Clifford or Karen McDougal, or 
payments to Stephanie Clifford or Karen McDougal. 

j. Evidence of communications between Michael Cohen and American Media, Inc., 
David Pecker, and/or Dylan Howard about Donald Trump, the Trump Campaign, Stephanie 
Clifford, and/or Karen McDougal. 

-—k,—Evidence relating-to Cohen’s role in the -Trump Campaign^ and coordinatiomor 

consultation with the Trump Campaign. 

l. Evidence of communications with Donald Trump and/or agents or associates of the 
Trump Campaign about the Access Hollywood tape and other potential sources of negative 
publicity inyolving Trump’s relationship in the mn up to the election. 

m. Evidence relating to any reimbursement or other promises made to Coheir for 
payment to Clifford or others in connection with the election. 

n. Evidence relating to Cohen’s knowledge of the campaign finance laws, campaign 
contribution reporting requirements, and campaign contribution limits. 

o. Communications with others, including Jeffrey Getzel and/or other accountants, 
relating to Cohen’s bank accounts, taxes, debts, and/or finances, from January 1, 2013 to the 
present. 


p. Communications, records, documents, and other files reflecting false 
representations to a financial institution related to the intended purpose of an account or loan at 
that financial institution; the nature of any business or entity associated with an account at a 
financial institution; the source of funds flowing into an account; or the purpose or nature of any 
financial transactions involving that financial institution, from January 1, 2013 to the present. 

q. Evidence of Cohen’s intent as it relates to the Subject Offenses under investigation. 

B. Search and Seizure of Electronically Stored Information 

The items to be seized from Subject Premises-4 also include any computer devices and 
storage media that may contain any electronically stored information falling within the categories 
set forth in Section II.A of this Attachment above, including, but not limited to, a MacBook Pro, 
any other desktop and laptop computers, any Apple iPhone or other cellphone or smartphone 
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belonging to Michael Cohen or in his possession, an Apple iPad Mini, portable hard drives, disk 
drives, thumb drives, and personal digital assistants. In lieu of seizing any such computer devices 
or storage media, this warrant also authorizes the copying of such devices or media for later review. 

The items to be seized from Subject Premises-4 also include: ’ 

1. Any items or records needed to access the data stored on any seized or copied 
computer devices or storage media, including but not limited to any physical keys, encryption 
devices, or records of login credentials, passwords, private encryption keys, or similar information. 

2. Any items or records that may facilitate a forensic examination of the computer 
devices or storage media, including any hardware or software manuals or other information 
concerning the configuration of the seized or copied computer devices or storage media. 

3. Any evidence concerning the identities or locations of those persons with access to, 
control over, or ownership of the seized or copied computer devices or storage media. ______ 

C. Review of ESI 

Following seizure of any computer devices and storage media and/or the creation of 
forensic image copies, law enforcement personnel (which may include, in addition to law 
enforcement officers and agents, attorneys for the government, attorney support staff, agency 
personnel assisting the government in this investigation, and outside technical experts under 
government control) are authorized to review the ESI contained therein for information responsive 
to the warrant. 

In conducting this review, law enforcement personnel may use various techniques to locate 
information responsive to the warrant, including, for example: 

» surveying various file “directories” and the individual files they contain (analogous to 
looking at the outside of a file cabinet for the markings it contains and opening a drawer 
believed to contain pertinent files); 

• opening or cursorily reading the first few “pages” of such files in order to determine 
their precise contents; 

• scanning storage areas to discover and possibly recover recently deleted files or 
deliberately hidden files; 

® performing key word searches through all electronic storage areas to determine whether 
occurrences of language contained in such storage areas exist that are intimately related 
to the subject matter of the investigation; and 

® reviewing metadata, system information, configuration files, registry data, and any 
other information reflecting how, when, and by whom the computer was used. 
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Law enforcement personnel will make reasonable efforts to search only for files, 
documents, or other electronically stored information within the categories identified in Sections 
II. A and II.B of this Attachment. However, law enforcement personnel are authorized to conduct 
a complete review of all the ESI from seized devices or storage media if necessary to evaluate its 
contents and to locate all data responsive to the warrant. 

Additionally, review of the items described in this Attachment shall be conducted pursuant to 
established procedures designed to collect evidence in a manner reasonably designed to protect 
any attorney-client or other applicable privilege. When appropriate, the procedures shall include 
use of a designated “filter team,” separate and apart from the investigative team, in order to 
address potential privileges. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


In the Matter of the Application of the United i 
States of America for a Search and Seizme : 
Warrant for the Premises Known and Described ; 


New 


as (1) 502 Park Avenue,! 

York, New York 10022, (2) Michael Cohen’s : 
Office at 30 Rockefeller Plaza, 23rd Floor, New i 
York, New York 10112, (3) Safe Deposit Box # ; 
^■Located at the TD Banlc Branch at 500 Park : 
Avenue, New York, New York 10019, and (4) ; 
Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, Room ; 
1728, New York, New York 10065, and Any ; 
Closed-Containers/[tems_Containe d Ther ein,mdu 


the Electronic Devices Known and Descril^^^^ 
^^M^nple iPhone with Phone Numbei^^H 
^i^^^and (2) an Apple iPhone with Phone 

Number^^^^^^^m 

Reference No. 2018R00127 


TO BE FILED UNDER SEAL 

Agent Affidavit in Support of 
Application for Search and Seizure 

Warrant 




SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK) ss.: 

Special Agent, Federal Bureau of Investigation, being duly sworn, 

deposes and says: 



1. Introduction 


A, Affiant 

1. I am a Special Agent with the Federal Bureau of Investigation (“FBI”). I have been 

a Special Agent with the FBI since 2009. In the course of my experience and training m these 
positions, I have participated in criminal investigations into federal offenses involving a wide array 
of financial crimes, including fi'auds on financial institutions, as well as into offenses mvolvmg 
public corruption. I also have training and experience executing search warrants, including those 


involving electronic evidence. 

2. I make this Affidavit in support of an application pursuant to Rule 41 of the Federal 


Rules of Criminal Procedure for a warrant to search the premises specified below (the Subject 
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Premises”) and the electronic devices specified below (the “Subject Devices”) for, and to seize, 
the items and information described in Attachments A, B, C, D, E and F. This affidavit is based 
upon my personal Icnowledge; my review of documents and other evidence; my conversations with 
other law enforcement personnel; and my training, experience and advice received conceramg the 
use of electronic devices in criminal activity and the forensic analysis of electronically stored 
infoimation (“ESI”). Because this affidavit is being submitted for the limited purpose of 
establishing probable cause, it does not include all the facts that I have learned during the comse 

of„my_investigation.-Where,Ahe_ contents^,, docume nts to actions, statements, and 

conversations of others are reported herein, they are reported in substance and in part, except where 
otherwise indicated. 

B. The Subject Premises and Subject Devices 

3. Subject Premises-1, Subject Premises-2, Subject Premises-3 and Subject Premises- 

4 (collectively, to “Subject Premises”) are particularly described as: 

a. Subject Premises-1 is Apartment ^Jlocated inside to building at 502 
Pai'k Avenue, New York, New York 10022. The building located at 502 Parle Avenue is a 32- 
floor brick residential building. Subject Premises-1 is located on the^jQoor of to buildmg. 
Based on my review of New York City property records, I have learned that Michael Cohen and 
Laura Cohen own Subject Premises-1.^ Additionally, as described below, Subject Premises-1 is 

Cohen’s full-time residence. 

b. Subject Premises-2 is an office located on the 23rd floor of the building at 
30 Rockefeller Plaza, New York, New York 10112. The building located at 30 Rockefeller Plaza 

tot on or. about October 28, 2015, Cohen tansferred Subject 

Premises-1 into a trust. 
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is a 66-floor office building that .spans the entire block between Sixth Avenue and Rockefeller 
Plaza. Subject Premises-2 is located on the 23rd floor of the building inside of the offices of the 
law firm Squke Patton Boggs. The office is assigned to Michael Cohen. As described below, 

Michael Cohen works and conducts meetings at Subject PremiseS‘-2. 

c. Subject Premises-3 is a safety deposit box located inside the TD Bank 
branch location at 500 Park Avenue, New York, New York 10019. Based onmy review of records 
maintained by TD Banlc, I have learned that the safety deposit box is approximately five inches by 

ten-inches.in-xize,andis.marked_asj3mJ,B_TbeAafety_d gpositboxis __m^^ 

Cohen and Laura Cohen. 

d. Subject Premises-4 is Room 1728 located inside the Loews Regency Hotel 
at 540 Park Avenue, New York, New York 10065. The building is a luxury hotel located on Park 
Avenue and 61st Street. Subject Premises-4 is located on the 17th floor of the hotel. Based onmy 
review of emails obtained pursuant to search waiTants described below, I have learned that on or 
about January 5, 2018, Cohen received an email from an employee of Loews Regency, which 
included a price quote for a long-term stay suite based on a three-month stay from January 8 to 
April 8,2018.2 Qn or about January 29,2018, Cohen sent an email to a Loews Regency employee, 
stating, in pertinent part: ‘T just spoke to my wife and she has scheduled the move for Thursday. 
Please mark down that we will be taking possession on Thmsday, February 1st.” Based on my 
review of cell phone location data, I have leaiued that, over the past 24 hours, two cellular phones 
used by Cohen have been located in the vicinity of Subject Premises-4. In particular, on or about 


2 Although the quoted price contemplated a three-month stay from January 8 to April 8, it appears 
that Cohen did not move in until February 1, and as of today, April 8, cellphone location 
information demonstrates that Cohen’s cellular phones are in still in the vicmity of Subject 
Premises-4. 
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April 8, 2018, law enforcement agents using a “triggerfish” device identified Room 1728 as the 

room within the hotel in which the Subject Devices ai-e most lilcely present.^ 

e. Therefore, I believe that Cohen is temporaiily residing in Subject 

Premises-4. 

4. . Subject Device-1 and Subject Device-2 (collectively, the “Subject Devices”) are 

particularly described as: 

a. Subject Device-1 is an Apple iPhone seiwiced by AT&T with the telephone number 

BarH ^^y n f records ma int ained by AT&T, I have learned that Sjrbj^ 

Device-1 is subscribed to Michael Cohen. Based on my review of cellphone location information 
maintained by AT&T, I have learned that Subject Device-1 is presently located in the Southern 

Disrtict of New York. 

b. Subject Device-2 is an Apple iPhone serviced by AT&T with the telephone number 
^^^^Based on my review of records maintained by AT&T, I have learned that Subject 

Device-2 is subscribed to Michael Cohen. Based on my review of cellphone location infonnation 
maintained by AT&T, I have learned that Subject Device-2 is presently located in the Southern 

District of New York. 

c. Based on my training, experience, and research, and Rom consultmg the 
manufacturer’s and service providers’ advertisements and product technical specifications 
available online, I Icnow that the Subject Devices have capabilities that allowthem to, among other 
things: malce and receive telephone calls; save and store contact information; send and receive 


^ased on my conversations with these agents, I understand that it is also possible that the Subject 

DSs roLfloorbelow,mRoom 1628. Howevei, asnoted,IunderrtandthatCo^^^^^^^^^ 

a orice quote for a long-term stay suite and is residing there with his family. Based on my 
LnversSs wV FBI agents conducting sui-veillance, I understand that Room 1728 appears to 
be a suite, whereas Room 1628 appears to be a standard room. 
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emails and text messages; download and tun mobile telephone applications, inctading enoiypted 
call and messaging application such as WhatsApp, Signal, and Dust; take, send, and receive 
pictures and videos; save and store notes and passwords; and store documents. 

C. The Subject Offenses 

5. For the reasons detailed below, I believe that there is probable cause to believe that 

the Subject Premises and Subject Devices contain evidence, fruits, and insti-umentaUties of 
violations of 18 U.S.C. §§ 1005 (false bank entries), 1014 (false statements to a financial 

Jnstitution),D343_(wireaffld),,a^^ 

52 U.S.C. §§ 30116(a)(1)(A) and 30109(d)(l)(A)(l) (illegal campaign contributions) (the 
“Campaign Finance Offenses”), and 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 (conspiracy as it pertains to the other- 
Subject Offenses) (collectively, the “Subject Offenses ). 

D. Prior Applications 

6. The FBI and the United States Attorney’s Office for the Southern Distoict of New 
York (“USAO”) have been investigating several courses of criminal conduct by Michael Cohen. 
Cohen is an attorney who currently holds himself out as the personal attorney for President Donald 
Tmmp, and who previously served for over a decade as an executive in die Trump Organization, 

an international conglomerate with real estate and other holdings. 

7. In connection with an investigation then being conducted by the Office of the 
Special Counsel (“SCO”), the FBI sought and obtained from the Honorable Beiyl A. Howell, Chief 
United States Distilct Judge for the District of Columbia, thine seainh warrants for emaUs and 
other content information associated with two email accounts used by Cohen, and one search 
wai-rant for stored content associated with an iCloud account used by Cohen. SpecificaUy: 
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a. 


emails in the accoxinti 


On or about July 18,2017, the FBI sought and obtained a search wairant for 
bgmail.com (the “Cohen Gmail Account”) sent or received 


between Januaiy 1,2016 and July 18,2017 (the “Fust Cohen Gmail Warrant”). 

b. On or about August 8, 2017, the FBI sought and obtained a seai'ch warrant 

for content stored in the iCloud account associated with Apple ID ^^^H^gmail.com (the 

“Cohen iCloud Account” and the “Cohen iCloud WaiTant”). 

c. On or about November 13, 2017, the FBI sought and obtained a search 


warrant foi^emailsGmthe__CohenJ3mmL.AccpunlsenLgi:igc_e^^^ h 2015 and 

November 13,2017 (the “Second Cohen Gmail Warrant”). 

d. On or about November 13, 2017, the FBI sought and obtained a search 

warrant for emails in the accoum^^^^Hthe “Cohen MDCPC Account”)-sent or 
received between the opening of the Cohen MDCPC Account^ andNovember 13,2017 (the “Fii'st 
Cohen MDCPC Warrant”). 

8. The SCO has since referred certain aspeets of its investigation into Cohen to the 
USAO, which is working with the FBFs New York Field Office. As part of that refeiTal, on or 
about Februai-y 8, 2018, the SCO provided the USAO with all non-privileged emails and other 
content information obtained pursuant to the Fii'st Cohen Gmail Warrant, Second Cohen Gmail 
Warrant, and Cohen MDCPC WaiTant. On or about March 7, 2018, the SCO provided the USAO 


4 Based on my review of this waiTant and the affidavit in support of it, I loiow that the warrant ^d 
not pecity a time period, but the affidavit indicated that, pursuant to court order, the s™e 

pro4tehIdprovidednon-contentinformationfortheCohenMDCPCA^^^^^^ 

the account contained emails from the approximate period of March 2017 through the date of the 
wan-ant. 
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with all non-privileged content obtained pursuant to the Cohen iCloud Warrant.^ A filter team 
worldng with the SCO had previously reviewed the content produced pursuant to these warrants 

for privilege. 

9. On or about Febmary 28,2018, the USAO sought and obtained seai'ch warrants for 
emails in the Cohen Gmail Account and the Cohen MDCPC Account, among other accounts, sent 
or received between November 14,2017 andFebi'uai728,2018 (the “Thkd Cohen Gmail Warrant 
and the “Second Cohen MDCPC Warrant”). The content produced pursuant to these wairants is 

subjeGt4o-amongoingreviewJfor_priviIege,,by_mS DNY . fi ltgrtg^^. . . 

10. The emails search wai'rants described above are referred to collectively as the 
“Cohen Email Warrants.” 

11. On or about April 7, 2018, the USAO and FBI sought and obtained a warrant for 
prospective and historical cellphone location information for Subject Device-1 and Subject 
Device-2. On or about April 8,2018, the USAO and FBI sought and obtained authority to employ 
an elech-onic technique, commonly Icnown as a “figgerfish,” to deteimine the location of Subject. 
Device-1 and Subject Device-2. 

n. Probable Cause 
A. Overview 

12. The United States Attorney’s Office forthe Southern District ofNew York and FBI 
are investigating, among other things, schemes by Tai'get Subject Michael Cohen (a) to defraud 
multiple banlcs fr-om in or about 2016 up to and including the present, and (b) to make an illegal 


5 The SCO had previously provided a subset of this non-privileged content on or about February 
2,2018. 

^ On or about February 28,2018 and April 7,2018, the USAO and FBI sought and obtained Rule 
41 seai’ch warrants authorizing the search of emails and content obtained pursuant to previously 
issued warrants for additional subject offenses. 
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campaign contiibution in October 2016 to tlien-presidential candidate Donald Trump. As noted, 
Cohen is an attorney who cun-ently holds himself out as the personal attorney for President Donald 
Trump, and who previously served for over a decade as an executive in the Trump Organization, 

an international conglomerate with real estate and othei holdings. 

13. The investigation has revealed that Cohen has made affirmative misrepresentations 

in and omitted material information from financial statements and other disclosures that Cohen 
provided to multiple banlcs in connection with a tmnsaction intended to relieve Cohen of 
-approximately-$22-miUiomin,dcblhe..QW.d_o n JMLme^^^^ loans from the b anks. As set f orth 
in detail below, in these fmancial statements, and in his oral and other written statements to these 
banlcs, Cohen appeai-s to have (i) intentionally misrepresented his ability to pay cash by failmgto 
disclose cashhe began receiving in 2017 firom new consulting work; (ii) significantly understated 
his total holdings of cash and cash equivalents; (iii) failed to disclose tens of thousands of dollars 
he received in monthly interest income, and (iv) failed to inform the banlcs from which he was 
seelcing debt relief that he had agreed to make a $3.8 million cash payment to a thii'd paity,B|| 
in connection wit:^^^^| acquisition of the taxi medallions securing Cohen’s 
debt. By malcing these misrepresentations and material omissions, Cohen avoided malcing 
monUily payments on his loans, and attempted to fraudulently induce the banlcs to reUeve him of 
certain repayment obligations and personal guarantees that Cohen and his wife had signed. 

14. Additionally, the investigation has revealed that shortly before the 2016 
presidential election, Cohen made a payment of $130,000 from a limited liability corporation 
' (“LLC”) to Stephanie Clifford, an individual who is alleged to have had an exframai-ital affair with 
then-candidate Trump. This payment was made to Clifford in exchange for an agi-eement not to 
make any public disclosmes about her alleged affair with Trump. As set forth below, there is 

9 


2017.08.02 












Case l:18-cr-00602-WHP Document 48-2 Filed 07/18/19 Page 111 of 201 

probable cause to believe tliat Cohen made this payment to Clifford for tlae purpose of mfluencmg 
the presidential election, and therefore that the payment was an excessive in-ldnd contribution to 

the Trump campaign. 

15. Based on my review of emails obtained from the Cohen Email Waiiants, 
information obtained pursuant to the iCloud Warrant, and documents produced pursuant to 
subpoenas, as well as my review of public sources, I have learned that Cohen has used the Subject 
Premises to (a) receive documents related to the transaction intended to relieve Cohen of his taxi 
medallion debt (b) rp.r.p,ive do cuments and /or conduct meetings rel ate d t o his consulting wor k , (c) 
receive documents and/or conduct meetings relating to his finances and assets, some of which, as 
noted above and as detailed fiirther herein, he has concealed from the banlcs in connection with the 
refinancing of his taxi medallion debt, (d) receive and send documents relatmg to his payment to 
Clifford, and (e) house and operate electronic devices that were utilized in connection with, among 
other things, the taxi medallion ti-ansaction, Cohen’s consulting work, and his payment to Clifford. 
Specifically, as described below. Subject Premises-1 lilcely contains evidence concerning Cohen’s 
taxi medallion loans, his negotiations with banlcs, his personal finances, his consulting work, his 
tax returns, and his payment to Clifford, as well as electronic devices containing such evidence, 
all of which constitute or contain evidence of the Subject Offenses. Additionally, as described 
below. Subject Premises-2 likely contains evidence relating to Cohen’s consulting work, his, 
finances, and his payment to Clifford, as well as electronic devices containing such evidence. 
Subject Premises-3, as described below, likely contains evidence relating to Cohen’s assets and 
finances, including assets that may not have been disclosed to banks in connection with the 
refinancing of Cohen’s taxi medallion debt or documents relating to such assets, and documents 
or evidence related to Cohen’s payment to Clifford. Subject Premises-4 likely contains elecfr-onic 

10 

2017.08.02 












Case l:18-cr-00602-WHP Document 48-2 Filed 07/18/19 Page 112 of 201 

devices, including Subject Device-1 and Subject Device-2, which themselves contain evidence of 
the Subject Offenses, including concerning Cohen’s taxi medallion loans, his negotiations with 
banlcs, his personal finances, his consulting work, his tax returns, and his payment to Clifford. 
Accordingly, and as set forth in more detail below, there is probable cause to believe that the 
Subject Premises and Subject Devices will include evidence of the Subject Offenses. 

B. Probable Cause Regarding Subjects’ Commission of the Subject Offenses’ 

The Bank Fraud Scheme 

_ ( i) Cohen’s Statements to Sterling National Bank __ 

16. As set forth in detail below, in 2014, Cohen, through LLCs controlled by him and 

his wife, Laura Cohen, entered into a series of loans fi'om Sterling National Banlc (“Sterlmg”) and 
the Mekose Credit Union (“Mekose”), secui'ed by taxi medallions, for approximately $20 million. 
Though entered into by LLCs, the loans were also secured by personal guarantees in the names of 
both Cohen and his wife. Over time, as the taxi industiy weakened and the medallions lost value, 
Cohen sought to renegotiate the terms of those loans and/or relieve himself feom their obligations, 
including the personal guarantees. As part of that effort, Cohen made a series of representations 
to Sterling and Melrose about his net worth, assets, available cash and income, among other things. 
Specifically, based on my review of records maintained by Sterling and Mekose, and pubhc 
som-ces concerning the taxi industry and the value of taxi medallions, as well as my participation 
in interviews with a Sterling executive vice-president (the “Sterling Employee-1”) and two other 


n^^ollowing recitati^f probable cause, I frequently refer to phone calls or text messages 
invoN^g Cohen The text messages described herein as -nt or received by Cohen wero^ 
or received fi-om the telephone numbers associated with Subject Device-1 or Subject Device-2^ 
The vast majority of the phone calls described herein made or received by Cohen were made or 

received bythe telephonenumbers associated with SubjectDevice-1 or Subject Device-2, although 

in certain limited instances Cohen used a landline or other phone. 
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Sterling employees (“Sterling Employee-2” and “Sterling Employee-3”), I have leaimed, among, 
other things, the following: 

a. Taxi medallions ai'e small metal plaques affixed to taxis. Without a medallion, it 

is illegal to operate a taxi in cities with medallion systems, such as New York Cily. Cohen and his 
wife own multiple LLCs that collectively own 32 taxi medallions (each EEC owns two 
medallions).* Cohen’s purchase of these New York taxi medallions was originally financed- by 
loans fi-om Capital One banlc, for which the medallions served as collateral. Cohen was not a taxi 

-operatoiv-and leased-hisuuedallions4o_a third_p^a^ ^ That _ th ir d party m ade monthly paymen t t^ 

Cohen, who in turn used some of those proceeds to make his monthly loan payments to Capital 
One. 

b. In early 2014, Cohen became a customer of Sterling when he sought to refinance a 
mortgage on a rental propeity that he owned. In or around April 2014, Cohen raised with Sterling 
the prospect of refinancing his taxi medallion loans, which were then at Capital One. By in or about 
September 2014, Cohen began negotiating a lending transaction with Sterling that would allow 
Cohen to pay off his loans at Capital One and borrow more money from the then-increase m value 
of the medallions. According to Sterling Employee-1, in 2014, prior to the recent upheaval in the 
taxi industry—as a result of the emergence of ride-sharing services, such as Uber—taxi medallron 
loans were viewed by banlcs and investors as safe, short term credits, as the market value of taxr 
medallions was consistently rising. Consequently, taxi medallion loans—lUce the loans held by 
Cohen—were frequently refinanced at increasing amounts as the value of the medallions rose. 
According to Sterling Employee-1, borrowers typically cashed out the increase rn the loan amount 

^ne of these companies^ Mad Dog Cab Corp., was jointly owned by Sondra Cohen, who I 
believe is Cohen’s mother. 
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and used the additional funds for other purposes. Cohen appears to have followed this approach m 
2014, when he agreed to refinance his medallion loans for approximately $22 million, which 
according to letters from Capital One in Sterling’s files—was greater than his previous debt at 
Capital One Bank ($21 million, of which $ 14.6 million was a line of credit to Colien). This allowed 

Cohen to cash out the proceeds from the transaction. 

c. Based on my review of records maintained by Sterling, I have learned that on or 

aboutDecember 8,2014, each of Cohen’s sixteen taxi medallion LLCs entered into loan agreements 
and-promissoiymotesJwith-Steriing.fQrJhe_p3incipd_ s^ with repayment due on 

December 8,2016. Each loan was signed by Michael or Laura Cohen, depending on who was the 
sole shareholder of the LLC. The address listed for each of the LLCs was the address for Subject 
Premises-1. The loans were also each secured by a security agreement, dated the same day, making 
the medallions collateral for the notes. To give Sterling additional security, Michael and Laura 
Cohen signed personal guarantees and confessions of judgment, giving Sterlmg the right to pursue 
collection against the Cohens’ personal assets were their corporations to default under the loan 
agreements. The personal guai-anty agreements stated that the LLCs had offices at the address for 
Subject Premises-1, and contained a notice provision that stated that any notices required by the 
agreements should he mailed to Subject Premises-1. In total, Sterling agreed to lend approximately 
$22 million to the Cohens’ companies. 

d. Pursuant to participation agreements, Sterling transferred 45 percent of Cohen s 
taxi medallion debt to Melrose.^ 


9 Mehose, which had a business principally focused on taxi medallion loans, is now m 
conservatorship hy the National CredifUnion Administration (“NCUA”). 
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e. In evaluating Cohen’s requested refinancing of the taxi medallions, Sterlmg (and 
Meh’ose, consistent with its paiticipation in the deal) conducted due diligence. At Sterlmg s 
request, Cohen provided Sterling with a statement of financial condition, dated August 1, 2014 
(the “August 2014 Financial Statement”), which indicated that Cohen had $100,740,000 m total 
assets, $23,550,000 in total liabilities, and a net worth of $77,190,000.*« From my review of a 
Sterling credit memorandum, dated September 29, 2014, I Icnow that Sterling viewed the 
ti-ansaction favorably because, accounting for loan payments, cash flows from the medallions were 

projected to be positive,-thewalue_of the cMateMX as estim^^ Sterling) exceeded $42 million^ 

and the net worth of Cohen-who was the dhect obligor under the guai-antee agi'eements—was 
over $77 milhon. An internal Sterling credit and risk rating analysis report, dated October 20, 
2014, recommended approval of the loans for substantially the same reasons. 

f. Based on my review of records maintained by Sterling and public soui'ces, I have 
leai-nedthat overtime, the collateral bacldng Cohen’s loans (taxi medallions) lessened in value due 
to the rise in ride-sharing companies. Additionally, Cohen began falling behind on loan payments 


to Sterling and Melrose. I Icnow firom records maintained by Sterling and an inteiwiew with Sterlmg 
Employee-2 that, beginning in or around September 2015, Cohen told Sterlmg, m sum and 
substance, that the individual leasing Cohen’s medallions had fallen behind in malcing payments to 
Cohen, and that as a result, the monthly cash flow fi-om his taxi medallions had been reduced, 
leaving him with a shortfall of approximately $16,000 each month. For instance, I have reviewed 
an email from Sterling Employee-2, dated September 9, 2015, summarizing a call with Cohen— 
which according to the email and toll records for Cohen’s cellphone occurred on September 8, 


"“lo Cohen subsequently provided Sterling with a revised statement of financial "^ion, also 
dated August 1,2014, which reported assets of $99,420,000, total liabilities of $23,550,000, and a 
net worth of $75,870,000. 
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2015—during which Cohen told Sterling Employee-2, in sum and substance, about his cash flow 
problems and a monthly shortfall of approximately $16,000. In that same email, Sterlmg 
Employee-2 commented that despite Cohen’s statements, his personal financial information 
«indicate[d] a strong ability to malce up the difference in payments.” Cohen, however, accordmg 
to Sterling Employee-2, pushed the bank for a reduction in Cohen’s monthly payments. 

g. From my review of records maintained by Sterling and my participation in an 
mterview with Sterling Employee-2, I have leai-ned that Cohen and Sterling Employee-2 spoke 

.again omSeptemben28,2015, anddmtdmngjmc^^^^ 

individual to whom Cohen leases the medallions had again reduced monthly payments to Cohen. I 
loiow from my review of records maintained by Sterling that between in or about September 2015 
and November 2015, Sterling raised the possibility-both internally and with Cohen-uf Cohen 
posting his real estate holdings, personal residence, or some other collateral as additional security 
for the banlcs.“ According to these records, however, Cohen resisted these requests. From my 
review of loan documents and records maintained by Sterling, I Icnow that in or about November 
2015, as a result of Cohen’s representation that he was not earning sufficient returns on his 
medallions to cover monthly interest payments. Sterling and Mekose agreed to amend their loans 
witii Cohen by, among other things, reducing the interest rate Cohen paid to Melrose and extendmg 

the loan maturity date to December 8^ 2017, 

h. I Icnow fr-om intemews with Sterlmg Employee-1 and Sterling Employee-2, as well 

as emails ! have reviewed, that in or about October 2016, Cohen told Sterli ng Employee-1 that 

Cohen had a potential buyer of his taxi medallions, named HHIH 


H Based on my review of property records, I Icnow that on or about October 28,2015 ai'ound 
the time period when Sterling raised the possibility of Cohen posting his personal residence- 
SubjectPremises-1—as collateral, Cohen transferred Subject Premises-1 into ati'ust. 
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assume Cohen’s debt with Sterling and Melrose. Based on my review of recoi-ds maintained by 
Sterling, as well as the interviews with Sterling Employee-1 and Sterling Employee-2 referenced 
above, I know that by or before October 2016, Cohen had entered into negotiations to sell his sixteen 

for the balance of the loans, which at the time was $21,376,000. I Icnow from my review of records 
maintained by Sterling, and my participation in an inteiview with Sterling Employee-2, that as a 
condition of the transfer of the medallion loans—and because Sterling was unfamiliar with 


Lstftrtin g reque.sted that Cohen make a substantial principal payment on the loan, of 
approximately one million dollars, prior to the transfer. Cohen rejected this request initially. But 
on or about January 31,2017, Cohen told Sterling Employee-1, in sum and substance, that he would 
make a one million dollar principal reduction payment in order to move fomard with the medallion 


transfer deal with 


Indeed, in an email sent by Cohen to Sterling Employee-2 on or 
about February 22, 2017, Cohen confirmed that he “agreed to pay down 1 million from the loan 
amount” 


i. Pursuant to the participation agreements between Sterling and Mehose, Sterling 
was required to secure Mekose’s agreement to participate in the transfer of the taxi medallion debt 
from Cohen to||H||m On or about April 17, 2017, Sterling sent a memorandum to 
Melrose summai-izing the terms of the proposed transaction, and noting the requirement that 
Melrose agree to the terms. On or about May 2, 2017, Sterling Employee-1 told 

that Mekose had agreed to the deal in principle, and that Sterling would be sending the parties a 

term sheet shortly. 

j. In order for the banks to conduct diligence and evaluate the proposed transaction 


fully, they requested financial information from the parties. On or about June 7, 2017, Sterling 
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Employee-1 emailed Cohen to request an “updated personal financial statement, completed 
jointly with Cohen’s wife, and Cohen’s most recent federal income tax return. On or about June 
8,2017, Cohen emailed Sterling Employee-1 a Sterling personal financial statement form that had 
been filled out by hand, which referenced a statement of financial condition, dated May 1 , 2017 
(the “May 2017 Financial Statement”) that was also attached. The May 2017 Financial Statement 
included a cover letter hum Cohen’s accountant, Jeffrey Geteel, stating, in sum and substance, that 
the infomation in the statement came from Cohen and that Geteel had not confirmed its accmacy 
0 i^e 0 mpleteness.---Ihe-May 2QL7JEmancM that C oh gi had total asset s_o^ 

$41,955,000, total liabilities of $39,130,000, and a net worth of $2,825,000. The May 2017 
Financial Statement indicated that Cohen’s assets were comprised of $1,250,000 in cash, 
$26,155,000 in closely held companies (such as the taxi medallion entities and his leal estate 
holdings), $ 3 , 200,000 in real estate investments, and his $ 11 , 000,000 personal residence.^^ 

k. Based on my review of repoils of law enforcement interviews of SteiUng 
Employee-1,1 have learned that Sterling Employee-1 reviewed the May 2017 Financial Statement 
with Cohen to, among other things, verify its accuracy, and Sterling Employee-1 asked Cohen about 
specific line items on the financial statement, including tire cash amount, value of medallions, and 
total liabilities. Cohen stated to Sterling Employee-1, in sum and substance, that the May 2017 
Financial Statement was accurate. 

l. On or about August 16, 2017, Sterling Employee-1 emailed Cohen an(^^| 
^^^■attaching a non-binding term sheet memorializing the potential transaction between 


Based on my review of Cohen’s financial statements, I loiow that the precipitom declnxe in 
assets fi-om his 2014 financial statement to his 2017 financial statements can be explained 
^taarily by reported depreeiation in the value of Cohen's real estate assets and medallion 

investments. 
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Sterling, Mekose, Cohen, andj 


The term sheet included a cover letter addressed 


to Cohen at Subject Premises-1. The parties negotiat ed the provisions of th e term sheet and, on or 
about September 5, 2017, Sterling Employee-1 sent^^^^^^|^<J Cohen a copy of the 
executed term sheet. According to the term sheet^^^Hwould borrow $20,000,000 
fi'om Sterling and Mekose, to be seemed by the medallions that | 


Ivas to acquke from 


Cohen. 

m. As pai-t of the agreement, according to the term sheet, $1,265,913 inpiincipal (which 

la-whartwould-remainmftei^the420,000,Q00_payrnenUm:^outsten^^^ 

repaid by Cohen and the two banlcs, with Cohen paying fifty percent and the banks dividmg the 
remaining half of the balance. Based on my review of an internal Sterling credit memorandum, 

dated October4,2017,the parties reachedapreliminaiy agreement that Cohen wouldpay $632,956 

of the remaining $1,265,912 principal loan balance, and Sterling and Melrose would absorb 
$357,167 and $275,789, respectively, in the fom of chai'ge-offs. According to Sterling Employee- 
1, Sterling was willing to divide the repayment of the outstanding principal balance—despite its 
prior insistence that Cohen make a principal pay-down of at least one million dollai's-because 
Cohen represented on a telephone call with Sterling Employee-1, in sum and substance, that he had 

insufficient liquidity to pay thefull outstanding principal balance. As partoftheagi-eement,Sterlmg 

and Mekose also agreed to relieve Cohen and his wife of the personal guai-antees that they made 
on behalf of the LLCs. Thus, after completing the ^^^^Hi-'ansaction, Cohen would no longei 

have had any outstanding obligations to Sterling or Melrose. 

n. Based on my review of emails sent by Sterling employees, I have learned that 

because the kansaction between the parties was subject to full credit underwriting by Sterling and 
Melrose (as well as Mekose’s regulators at NCUA), in August and September 2017, Sterling 
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requked and requested additional financial statements and tax returns for Cohen an(|gg||g| 
for its credit under-writing process. In response to Sterling’s requests, on or about September 25, 
2017, Cohen emailed Sterling Employee-2 a copy of his 2016 tax return. The tax retui-n listed 
Cohen’s inaUing address as Subject Premises-1. Additionally, on or about October 5,2017, Cohen 
re-sent Sterling Employee-2 a copy of his May 2017 Financial Statement. A day later, on October 
6,2017, Cohen emailed Sterling Employee-2 a statement of financial condition, dated September 
30,2017 (the ‘‘September 2017 Financial Statement ), 

- 0 . the May-7.0 17,FinanciaLStatement,:t he September ^17 Financial Statement 

included a cover letter from Jeffrey Getzel, Cohen’s accountant, stating, in sum and substance, that 
the information in the statement came from Cohen, and that Getzel had not confn-med its accuracy 
or completeness. The September 2017 Financial Statement stated that Cohen had total assets of 
$33,430,000, total liabilities of $45,630,000, and a negative net worth of $12,200,000.1^ Notably, 
unlike Cohen’s May 2017 Financial Statement, the September 2017 Financial Statement 
represented to Sterling that Cohen had a negative net worth. The September 2017 Financial 
Statement indicated that Cohen’s assets were comprised of $1,250,000 in cash, $17,630,000 m, 
closely held companies (including the taxi medallion entities and his real estate holdings), 
$3,200,000 in real estate investments, and his $11,000,000 personal residence (which, for the first 


13 Based on my review of Cohen’s financial statements, I Icnow that this further dechne m 
assetslnbe explaLd primarily by reported depreciation in the value of Cohen s real estate assets 

and medallion investments. 

“ Notably, the September 2017 Financial Statement yalued each of Cohen’s thilty-too New 
York taxi medallions at approximately $180,187.50, whij|^yomider.blyJess than the 
$650,000 valuation ascribed to each medallion in the Cohen-^^^^^^^" 
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* 


time, he indicated was held by a trast)The September 2017 Financial Statement included assets 
and liabilities not held in Cohen’s name, such as various entities associated with his taxi medalhons 

and some of his real estate investment entities. 

p. From my participation in an interview with Sterling Employee-2, and my review of 

records maintained by Sterling, I have also learned that around the time Cohen provided Sterlmg 
with these financial statements—i.e., in or around September 2017—Cohen stopped paying 
monthly loan payments on his taxi medallion loans altogether. According to Sterling Employee- 

-2TGohen informefiSterling, in sum and substance, tlmt^ Ms to pay the mon t^ 

principal and interest payments on his medallion loans. By in or about December 2017, Sterlmg 
and Mekose had not been paid approximately $276,937.92 in monthly principal and interest 
payments on the medallion loans. Based on Cohen’s financial condition as conveyed in the 
September 2017 Financial Statement, and his delinquency in making payments to Sterlmg, among 
other things, the banlc’s credit underwriting committee determined (and memorialized m a 
December 2017 memorandum) that the Cohen-favorable for the banlc 
— that is, that ^^^^^^^vould be a better borrower than Cohen, 

q. On or about December'26, 2017, Sterling sent Cohen a demand letter requesting 
the immediate receipt of past-due loan payments. The demand letter was addi-essed to Cohen at 
Subject Premises-1. On December 29, 2017, Sterling sent Cohen a letter stating that he was in 
default under the loans between Sterling and Cohen’s medallion corporations. The notice of 
default was addi'essedto Cohen at Subject Premises-1. Cohen didnot make an immediate payment 
on the loans, but instead sent an e-mail to Sterling Employee-1 on or about January 24, 2018, 


Based on my review of property records maintained by the City of New Yorlc, and my 
participation in an interview with Getzel, I Imow that in 2013, 

a ttust He did not disclose that transaction to Getzel or Sterlmg until in or about September 2017. 
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stating that during the closing of the Cohei^^^^^^^|i'ansaction, Cohen would biing all 
payments up to date as well as deposit the payoff differential.” Cohen also requested by email on 
January 24,2018, that at tire closing of the Cohen-^^^^|i'ansaction, Sterling provide a letter 
stating that all of Cohen’s debts have been satisfied and that Cohen’s personal guarantees of the 
medallion loans had been teiTuinated. 

r. The Cohen-^H||||^^|ransaction, however, did not close. On or about January 

29, 2018, attoi’ney emailed attorneys for Sterling and stated that at this time 

there is no deal with Mic ha el Cohen. Some o f th e numbers have changed and we ai-e not prepai-ed 
to go forward.” 

s. Based on my participation in the interview with Sterling Employee-2 and my 
review of records maintained by Sterling, I loiow that after the Cohen-^^^^^^|ieal fell apart. 
Sterling assigned Cohen’s loans to Sterling Employee-3, who specializes in collecting on 
defaulting loans. From my participation in an interview with Sterling Employee-3, my review of 
telephone call notes taken by Sterling Employee-3, and my review of telephone records, I know 
that Sterling Employee-3 spoke several times to Cohen on or about January 30,2018 about paying 
down and/or restructur-ing Cohen’s outstanding taxi medallion loans. On the calls, which in total 
lasted more than an hour, Cohen stated in sum and substance that he did not have more than 
$1,250,000 to pay toward the medallion loans. On the call, in the course of reviewing the failed 
Cohen-^^^^B transaction. Sterling Employee-3 questioned Cohen about the price 

mm was to have paid for each medallion, and whether there was a side agreement between. 
Cohen and^^^^^| Cohen denied that there was any side agreement with^^^^^^ 

t. On or about January 31, 2018, Cohen emailed Sterling Employee-3 and proposed 
paying $500,000 to bring the loans current and $750,000 to bring the principal balance to 
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$20,500,000. Cohen also suggested revised monthly interest payment amounts. The signatee 
block on the email indicated that Cohen’s address was the address for Subject Premises-2. On or 
about January 31, 2018, Sterling Employee-3 responded to Cohen and stated, in sum and 
substance, that Cohen would need to pay the entirety of the overdue payments and pay down the 
principal balance of the loan to $20,000,000 (in total, a payment of approximately $1,750,000), 
and would need to make lai'ger monthly interest payments. 

u. On or about February 1, 2018, Cohen emailed Sterling Employee-3 and proposed 
"[pjayment of $1.250m which ALL can be used to pay down principal, if [Sterling] will waive 
past due amounts,” but stated “I do NOT have more than the $1.25Qm.” (Emphasis in original.) 
Cohen also stated, in sum and substance, that he had insufficient financial resources to post 
additional collateral or pre-ftmd monthly payments. The signature block on the email indicated 
that Cohen’s address was the address for Subject Premises-2. Based on my participation in an 
interview with Sterling Employee-3, I have learned that since January 30, 2018, Sterling has 
continued to renegotiate the medallion loans with Cohen based on Cohen’s repi'esentations about 
his cuiTent financial position. In particular, according to Sterling Employee-3, Cohen and Sterling 
have an agreement in principal to restructui'e Cohen’s loans based in part of Cohen s agreement to 
make a principal payment of approximately $750,000, to make a payment of $500,000 to become 
current on interest payments, and to post $192,000 in cash collateral for his future monthly 
payments on the loan. Cohen also agreed to pledge an interest he had in a properiy. Sterling 
Employee-3 has stated that had Cohen indicated he had more than $1,250,000 available to him. 
Sterling would have, among other things, negotiated for a larger reduction to the principal amount 
of the loan. 
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(ii) Cohen Made Material Misrepresentations About His Finances to Banks 
from Sterling andMekose Ca shPeriy ed from Consult jn g JM 
17. As set forth in detail below, despite multiple wiitten and oral representations by 
Cohen to Sterling (and, by extension, Mehose^^) that he had insufficient funds to pay down the 
principal balance of the medallion loans, make monthly .interest payments, or pay past-due 
amounts, it appears that between 2016 and the present, Cohen opened and maintained banlc 
accounts at Fkst Republic Banlc (“First Republic”), and then received millions of dollars in 

-e0nsulting-paymentsinthese^acfiQiints,:gMghM di d not dis clos e to St eriing. Cohen set up the se 

accounts and received these funds during the very period in which he made disclosures to Sterlmg 
about his personal finances (including his assets and liabilities) and his ability to malce payments 
on the medallion loans. In these disclosm-es to Sterling—and despite being asked about these banlc 
accounts by his accountant-Cohen misled the banlc by claiming he had insufficient liquidity to 
satisfy his obligations or meet the banlc’s demands, while withholding information about these 

ongoing revenue streams and liquid financial assets at First Republic. 

18. Specifically, based on my review of documents and banlc records produced 
pursuant to a subpoena by First Republic, and my participation in and review of reports of 
intei-viewswith a First Republic sales manager (“FirstRepublic Employee-1”) and aFnstRepublic 
senior managing director (“First Repubhc Employee-2”), I have learned, among other things, the 


following: 


16 Based on my review of a report of an interview conducted with m employee of Mehose, I 
have learned that, pm'suant to the participation agreement between Sterling ^d Melrose, Cohen 
.nd other records in Sterling’s possession were forwai'ded to Mek^hgt 


have learnea mai, puitiuauL lu jja*. --^ 

financial statements and other records in Sterling’s possession were 

Mekose could malce a determination as to whether to approve of the Cohen- L—^- 

transaction. Based on my review of reports of interviews wjjjyAelroseemployees, 1 also know 
. . j- ^ -- Aaction. 


transaciiuii. - i n u \ 

that Cohen called employees at Mekose regaining the Cohenj 
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a. Cohen and his wife have been customers of First Republic since approximately |- 

f 

|_ 

June 2011. Cohen controls several checking and loan accounts at First Republic, some in his own | 

name and others in the names of corporate entities. According to First Republic’s know-your- 
customer records on Cohen,his primary physical address is the address for Subject Piemises-1. 

b. . On or about October 26, 2016, in Manhattan, New York, Cohen opened a new | 

i jr^ 

checking account at First Republic in the name of Essential Consultants LLC (the “Essential i 

Consultants Account”). Cohen was the only authorized signatory on the account. According to i 

account opening documents, the primary address for Essential Consultants LLC was the address | 

; ^ I 

for Subject Premises-1. When Cohen opened the Essential Consultants Account, Fnst Republic | 

I 

Employee-1 conducted an in-person interview of Cohen. In response to a series of know-your- | 

customer questions about the purpose of the account—the answers to which First Republic 

Employee-1 entered into a form^®^—Cohen stated, in sum and substance, that he was opening 

Essential Consultants as a real estate consulting company to collect fees for investment consulting 

work, and all of his consulting clients would be domestic individuals based in the United States. j 

Cohen also stated, in sum and substance, that his purpose in setting up the account was to keep the j 

revenue from his consulting business—^which he said was not his main source of income sepai'ate j 

from his personal finances. As set forth below, there is probable cause to believe that Cohen’s r 

f 

statements about the intended pmpose of the account and source of funds for the account were 
false. Specifically, as described below, the account was not intended to receive—^and does not 


n Qeftain financial institutions are required to conduct such procedures pursuant to the Bank 
Secrecy Act and its implementing regulations. See 31 U.S.C. § 5318; 31 CE.R. § 1020.220. 

First Republic Employee-1 first filled out the form on the day he interviewed Cohen, October 
26, 2016. On or about December 19, 2016, at the request of banlc compliance personnel, Fu'st 
Republic Employee-1 updated the form to add more detail about Cohen’s statements. 
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appear to have received-money in connection with reai estate consulting work; in addition, the 

account has received substantial payments from foreign soui-ces. 

c. I Imow from my review of First Republic bank records that were scheduled by an 

FBI forensic accountant that after Cohen opened the Essential Consultants Account. Cohen 
received payments into that account ftom foreign businesses and entitles that do not reflect the 

stated client profilefor the residential and commercial real-estate consulting services. Specifically, 

fiom my review of the Essential Consultants Account schedule and public somees. I know the 

Mtowifrg: - - — ^ 

i. Beginning on or about January 31, 2017, Cohen began receiving monthly 

payments of $83,333 into the Essential Consultants Account from an entrty called Columbus Nova 

LLC.Accordingtopublic sources, ColumbusNovaisanlnvcstmentmanagcmentfirm controlled 

by Renova Group, an industrial holding company based in Zurich. Switzerland that is controlled 
by Russian national Viktor Vekselberg. From January 2017 to August 2017, the Essential 
Consultants Aecount received seven payments totaling $583,332.98 from Columbus Nova LLC. 

ii. Beginning on or about April 5, 2017, lie Essential Consultants Account 
began receiving payments from Novartis Investments. SARL, which I believe to be the in-house 
financial subsidiary of the Swiss pharmaceutical company Novartis Internattonal AG ( Novartrs ). 
Between April 2017 and Febrrrary 2018. the Essential Consultants Account received eleven wu-e 
payments from a Swiss banlc account held in the name of Novartis, each in the amount of $99,980. 

for atotal of $1^099,780. 

iii. Beginning in or about April 2017, the Essential Consultants Account started 

r«reivi„g wire payments from a bank account associated with the telecommunications company 
Amr Inc. (“AmT”). specifically, on or about April 14, 2017, AT&T sent $100,000 to the 
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Essential Consultants Account and, from in or about June 2017 to in or about January 2018, the 
Essential Consultants Account received ten $50,000 payments from AT&T. In total, AT&T sent 

$600,000 to the Essential Consultants Account. 

iv. On or about May 10,2017, June 9, 2017, July 10,2017, and November 27, 
2017, the Essential Consultants Account received four deposits in the amount $150,000 (totaling 
$600,000) from a bank account in South Korea. The account holder from which the money was 
sent is Korea Aerospace Industries Ltd. (“ICAI”). I^ is a South Korea-based company that 
produces and sells fixed-wing aircraft, helicopter aircraft, and satellites to the United States 

Department of Defense, among other customers. 

V. On or about May 22, 2017, the Essential Consultants Account received a 
$150,000 deposit from an account at Kazkommeitsbanlc, a Kazalchstani bank. The listed account 
holder at ICazkommertsbank was a second Kazalchstani banic named BTA Bank, AO. A message 
accompanying the wfre payment indicated that the payment was a “monthly consulting fee as per 
friv BTA-101 DD May 10, 2017 consulting agreement W/N DD 08 05 2017 CNTR W/NDD 
08/05/2017.” 

vi. In total, from on or about January 31,2017 to on or about February 1,2018, 
the Essential Consultants Account received approximately $3,033,112.98 in transfers and checks 
from the aforementioned entities. As of on or about January 10,2018, the balance in the Essential 
Consultants Account was $1,369,474.23. Cohen’s withdrawals from the Essential Consultants 
account reveal that it was used for largely personal purposes, including to pay, among other things, 
American Express bills and fees from “the Core Club,” a private social club in New York. 

d. On or about April 4, 2017, Cohen opened another new checldng account at First 
Republic, this one in the name of Michael D. Cohen & Associates, P.C. (the MDC&A Account ). 
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Cohen was the only authorized signatory on the aeoount. According to account openmg 
documents, the primary address for MDC&A Account was the address for Subject Pr-emrses-l. 
Among other things, the MDC&A Account i-eceived ten whe transfers and one check from an 
account in the name of Squil-c Patton Boggs, a law firm. As noted above. Subject Pr.mises-2 is 
located inside the New York offlee of Squire Patton Boggs. In total, from on or about April 5, 
2017, to on or about January 2,2018, the MDC&A Account received $426,097.70 In deposits, and 
Are balance in the account as of January 2. 2018. was $344,541.35. As discussed below, Cohen 

-neverdisclosed any-of-th^balancc-in4he. EssentLaLGmsiUfau^t 

during the negotiations with respect to the^^^ransaction or the subsequent loin 
refinancing negotiations, including in his May 2017 Financial Statement and September 2017 

Financial Statement. 

19. Based on my review of emails that were seized pursuant to the Cohen Email 
Warrant, and my review of reports of interviews with employees of AT&T and Novartis, it 
appears that the aforementioned payments to the Essential Consultants Account and MDC&A 
Account were for political consulting work, including consulting for international clients on issues 
pending before the Tramp administration. Specifically, from my review of emails frpm the Cohen 
Gmail Account, the Cohen MDCPC Account, and public sources, I have learned the followmg: 

a. On or about April 28, 2017, Cohen sent an email to an individual whom I believe 
is affiliated witli KAf, In the email. Cohen attached a “Consulting Agreement” between ICAI and 
Essential Consultants dated as of about May I, 2017. The agreement indicates that Essential 
Consultants had the address of Subject Premiscs-2. The document indicates that Essential 
Consultants would render “consulting and advisory services, as requested” by KAI, and that KAI 
would pay Essential Consultants “a consulting fee of One Million Two Hundred Thousand 
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($1,200,000.00) US Dollars,” disbursed through eight $150,000 installments between May 2017 
and December 2017. I have also reviewed invoices in amounts of $150,000 that Cohen emailed 
to an individual whom I believe is affiliated withM, At the top of the invoices the address listed 

for Essential Consultants is the address for Subject Premises-2. 

b. On or about May 8,2017, Cohen sent an email to an individual whom I beHeve is 

affiliated with BTA Bank. The signatoe block on Cohen’s email listed “Essential Consultants 
LLC” and “Michael D. Cohen & Associates, PC” and provided the address for Subject Premises 

2-ffi the-email7 Cohemattaehed-a doGumentpuiportingio_be_aACmLSjMiig Agreem^^ 

BTA Banlc and Essential Consultants dated as of about May 8,2017. The agreement indicates that 
Essential Consultants had the addi-ess of Subject Premises-2. The document indicates that 
Essential Consultants would render “consulting and advisory seiwices” to BTA Bank, and that 
BTA Bank would pay Essential Consultants “a consulting fee of One MiUion Eight Hundi-ed 
Thousand ($1,800,000.00) US Dollars,” disbursed through monthly payments of $150,000. On or 
about May 10,2017, Cohen sent an email to an employee of BTA Banlc, and attached to the email 

an invoice to BTABanlc in the name ofEssential Consultants, with the address of SubjectPremises- 
2. The invoice contemplated a $150,000 payment to Essential Consultants for a “monthly 

consulting fee.” 

c. On or about January 23, 2017, Cohen appears to have entered into a consultmg 
agi-eement with AT&T, which contemplates that Essential Consultants “shall render consultng and 
advisory services to [AT&T]” andthat AT&T would “advise [Essential Consultants] of those issues 
and matters with respect to which AT&T Services desires [Essential Consultants]’s assistance and 
advice.” The agreement indicates that Essential Consultants had the addi'ess of Subject Premises- 
1. The contract calls for AT&T “to pay tlie Consultant for his services ... a consultmg fee of Fifty 
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Thousand ($50,000) Dollars . .. per month.” Based on my review of reports of interviews with 
AT&T employees, I have learned that AT&T retained Cohen to consult on political issues, 

including net neutrality, the merger between AT&T and Time Warner, and tax lefoim. 

d. On 01 about March 1,2017, Cohen appears to have entered into a contact between 

Novartis and Essential Consultants, which provides that Essential Consultants will “provrde 
consulting and advisory services to Novartis on matters that relate to the repeal and replacement of 
the Affordable Cate Act in the US and any other issues mutually agreeable to DSssential 

-eonsultants]-and-Novartis21Jhe-contract.p^^^ . . “co . n su l tingfeeolOn e MilUon Two 

Hundred Thousand ($1,200,000) US dollars,” to be paid to Essential Consultants in equal monthly 
installments over the course of a year. Based on my review of reports of interviews wlthNovartrs 
employees, I have learned thatNovartis retained Cohen to provide political consulting services and 

to gain access to relevant policymalcers in the Trump Administration. 

e. In or about February 2017, Cohen began negotiating the terms of a “strategrc 
alliance” with Squire Patton Boggs. On or about March 4, 2017, Squire Patton Boggs emailed 
Cohen a “strategic alUanee agreement,” Under the terms of the agreement, Cohen agreed to 
generate business for the law firm, and Squhe Patton Boggs agreed to pay to Cohen “an annual 
strategic alUanee fee of $500,000, payable in twelve (12) equal monthly installments.” Squire 
Patton Boggs also agreed to provide Cohen with “dedicated and segregated office space in [Squrre 
Patton Boggs’s] New York and Washington D.C, offices, which office space shall be physically 
separate from [Squire Patton Boggs’s] offices and have locked doors and its own locked file 
cabinets.” On or about April 3, 2017, Squhe Patton Boggs announced on its website that is had 
fonned a “strategic alliance” with Michael D. Cohen & Associates and would “jointly represent 

clients.” 
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20. Despite the significant amount of money that Cohen received into the Essential 
Consultants Account and the MDC&A Account, and the cash balance in both accounts, Cohen did 

notdiscloselhatinformationtoSterlingorMelrose. Specifically, based on my review of documents 

provided by Getzel (as noted above, Cohen’s accountant at the time), my participation m an 
interview with Getzel, and my review of notes and ^ 

have learned the following: 

a. In or about May 2017, Getzel met with Cohen at Subject Premises-2. At the 

■meettagrGohemtold Getzel,-in auiu andsubstance, that heJiadMupJtJaw caU ed Michael 

D. Cohen & Asaociates P.C., and a consulting company called Essential Consultants LLC. Cohen 
told Getzel, in sum and substance, that he expected to eatn $75,000 per month in connection with 
his law practice, and that he expected gross revenues for the consulting business to be between five 

and six million dollars annually. 

b. In or about October 2017, if not earlier, Getzel was prepaiing a personal financial 
statement for Cohen. On or about October 6,2017, Getzel sent an email to Cohen in which Geteel 
wrote that “[a]ttached is a draft of the new PFS as of September 30,2017” and attached a draft of 
the September 2017 Financial Statement. The di'aft statement reflected that as of September 30, 
2017, Cohen had only $1,250,000 in cash, total assets of approximately $33,430,000 (comprised of 
taxi medallion interests, real estate interests, and his personal residence andproperiy), and liabilities 
of approximately $45,630,000, leaving him purportedly over $12 million in debt. Inthe same email, 
Getzel questioned Cohen, in sum and substance, about the fact that the financial statement did not 
list any value associated with either the Essential Consultants Account or the MDC&A Account: 
“[w]e did not add any value for you[r] two operating entities - Michael D. Cohen & Associates 


30 


2017 . 08.02 










Case l:18-cr-00602-WHP Document 48-2 Filed 07/18/19 Page 132 of 201 


POO M and Esaenlial ConsuKants LLC. Please advise whether or not these should be disclosed 
and what value.” 

c. On or about October 6,2017, Cohen called Qetzel by telephont^-vdiich is reflected 
on toll records for Cohen’s cellphone-^d told Geteel, in sum aud substance, not to include 
Essential Consultants or MDC&A in the September 2017 Financial Statement because toy had no 
value. On or about October 6, 2017, following the cali with Getzel. Cohen, using the Cohen 
Account, responded to Gael’s emaii with to answer “[Hooks good to me." Cohen never directed 
Getol to ma ge ansr-changesdo his cash -positiomasjisted. in th^&Bembe, 2017 Financial _ 
Statement. In a leto dated October 6.2017. addressed to Getzel. Cohen stated. “I have reviewed 
to attached statement of financial condition and find it to be correct and consistent wit to 
representations tot 1 made to your frrm. The attached is an accurate reflection of nay assets, 
liabilities and net worth (defreit) as of September 30. 2017.” Attached to that letter was to 
September 2017 Financial Statement, which, as noted above, was ton transmitted 

connection withtheproposed taximedallion transaction between Sterling, Cohen. anr^^B 

21. Based on my review of a report of an interview with Sterling Employee-1,1 have 
learned that Cohen did not disclose his income steeam lorn Essential Consultents to Sterling 
Employee-1 or, to his knowledge, anyone else at Sterling. Accordmg to Sterlrng Employee 1, 
lorowledg. of such an income stream would have affected Sterling’s demands during to 
negotiations, particularly with respect to the amount of a principal paydown of Cohen’s debt. 

Pnldpn T Tnde,r.stated His Av ailable Cash 

22. In addition to wlthlrolding the existence of his Essential Consultants Income fl-om 

Sterling and Melrose, it appears tot Cohen also substantially understated his available cash and 
cash equivalents in his financial disclosm-es. Specifically. I know torn my review of the September 
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2017 Financial Statement that Cohen provided to Sterling that Cohen reptesented tot he had 
$1^50,000 in cash as of September 30,2017. I also know tot on or about January 30,2018. in a 
• telephone oaU wite Sterlhrg Employee-3, and on February 1. 2018. hr an email to Sterlmg 
Employee-3, Cohen represented that he did not have more ton $1,250,000 in cash. But, hom my 
review of a summaiy of bank records that were scheduled by forensic accountants, I have learned 
that Cohen had approximately $5,000,000 in cash and cash equivalents as of September 30,2017. 
Additionally, as of Febr-uaty 1, 2018, Cohen had approxhnately $6,000,000 in cash and cash 

-^iralenBrSpedfically.tommyreviewoftheaccountschedri^^ 

the following: 

a. Cohen has three checking and/or savings accounts at Capital One Bank, one of 
which is in his wife’s name. As of September 30. 2017, Cohen had $1,105,680.35 in his savings 
account, and $1,262,982.29 in total in the three accounts at Capital One Bank. As of February 1, 
2018, Cohen hadatotal of $1,389,245.78 in these accounts. 

b. Cohen has three accounts at Morgan Stanley in his name. As of September 30, 

2017. the combined total in cash and cash equivalents in those three accounts was $1,270,600.41. 
As of February 1.2018. Cohen had $1,284,996.13 in these accounts. 

c. AsofSeptember30,2017,Cohenhad$260,689.18inanaccountatSignatureBank. 

As of February 1,2018, Cohen had $261,517,55 in this account. 

d. In addition to the Essential Consultants Account and MDC&A Account at First 

Republic, Cohen alsohadtwojointchecking accounts withLaur.aCohenatFtoRepublic.Intotel. 

as of September 30,2017, Cohen had at least $1,876,209.27 in total in his four accounts at First 
Republic. As of February 1.2018. Cohen had $3,332,992.95 in these accounts. 
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e. Cohen has an account at Bethpage Credit Union with $25,931.39 in it as of 
September 30,2017. 

f. As of September 30,2017, Cohen had $17,542.54 in accounts at Sterling. 

g. Cohen has two accounts at TD Banlc—one in his name and one held jointly with his 

wife. Cohen also has a safety deposit box at TD Bank-Subject Premises-3. The safety deposit 

box was opened on December 13,2017 in the names of Michael and Laura Cohen. 

h. In total, as of September 30,2017, Cohen had at least $4,713,935.08 in his accounts 

aLCapital OneBanlt,-City^National Banlc, SigMtureMgk.,^e4^- M 

First Republic, and Morgan Stanley. As of Febmaiy 1, 2018, Cohen had $6,268,732.59 m his 
accounts at Capital One Bank, City National Banlc, Signature Banlc, First Republic, and Morgan 

Stanley. 

23. Accordingly, based on the foregoing, it appeal's that Cohen’s written and oral 
representations to Sterling and Melrose that he did not have more than $1,250,000 were false, and 
that Cohen withheld information regarding approximately $5 miUion in funds from Sterling and 
Meh'ose in order to secure favorable terms in his renegotiation of his medallion loan. Based on 


my participation in an interview with Sterling Employee-2, and my review of reports of interviews 
with Sterling Employee-1 and two Mekose employees, it is my understanding that that Sterling 
and Mekose would view Cohen’s understating of his assets as material to its decision whether to 


renegotiate Cohen’s medallion loans and on what terms, or to its decision whether approve of the 
transfer of those loans tol 



Based on my review of the account schedules described above, I Icnow Aat, as of *e date of this 
affidavit, the Jccount balances for TD Bank have not yet been included m *0 schedule orthei 
date and the account balances for Sterling National Banlc and Bethpage Credit Umon have not yet 
been included in the schedule for February 1, 2018. Uius, to the extent that these accounts have 
positive balances, Cohen’s total balances in fact were even higher on these dates. 
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Cohen Fas Tin reported Interest Income 

24, It appears that Cohen also hid from Sterling interest Income that he was receiving in 
connection with a six million dollar loan he made to another individual. Specifically, I know from 
my review of the May 2017 Financial Statement and September 2017 Financial Statement that 
Cohen provided to Sterling that Cohen did not disclose that he had made a note receivable in the 
amount of approximately $6 million, or that he was earning approximately $60,000 per month in 
interest income in connection with that loan. But, from my review of a summary of bank records 
that were reviewed by another law enforcement agent, my review of property records and 

documents obtained pursuant to the Cohen Email W^arrants, and my participation in an interview 
with Getzel, I have learned the following: 

a. Based on my review of property records, I have learned that on or about March 12, 

approximately 

$2,000,000.^® It appears that the promissory note was unsecured by any real property. On or about 
April 28, 2014, Cohen an<^^^^|amended the promissory note, and restructured the loan to 
increase the principal amount to approximately $5,000,000. Under the terms of the amended 
promissory note, the loan was secured by^^^^^^|ipartment in Sunny Isles Beach, Florida. On 
or about April 8,2015, Cohen and^^^Jestated the promissory note to increase the principal 
amormtto $6,000,000.^* 

b. Based on my review of a copy of the restated note, which was obtained pursuant to 
the Cohen Email Warrants, I have learned that under the terms of the amended and restated 


I learned from Getzel thall 


The note states that the loan is 
jointly and severally. For ease of reference, I refer simply tol 
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p,.omisso.7 note, Cohen's loan an tos.-only loan, and that flte principal balance 

of the loan beant interest at an annual rate of 12.25 percent. I also Icnowte^amended and 
restated pronrissory note includes a schedule of payments that reqnn-e pay Cohen 

approximately $61,250per month beginning in April 2015 and ending in April 2019. The note also 

requires thai^H°P'>y 

o. Based on my review of bank records, I have learned that, consistent with the terms 
of the amended and restated promissory note.^^^^as made monthly payments of 
~;ippfflma.ely$6-t;250-sin»^^^^^^^ 

hyCapltalO„eBank.Ihavelem-nedthatf.omApril 201510 October 2015. Cohenr^lvedchecks 

$61,250 per month, which he 

fL-om an entity called 

deposited intohis personal bankacconnt at capital one B arat.^ltappears tommy .teviewof bank 

records and public soui-ces that^^^|'S the oAvner of 

From my review of records maintained by Capital One Banl q 1 have also learned that since O ctober 

totaling 

2015, Cohen has i-eceived checks fcom an entity ca 

$61,250 per month, which he deposited into his personal bank account at Capital One Banlc. It 
appeai-s from my review of banlc records and public sources that^^His also the ownei of i J 

In total, it appears that Cohen receives approximately $735,000 per year 

in interest payments froni^^^^^l 

d. Based on my review of Cohen's May 2017 and September 2017 Financial 

Statements, my review ofhls2015and2016tax returns obtained via subpoena andtom the Cohen 

Email Wan-ants, and my participation in an interview with Geteel, I have learned that Cohen d.d 


a pro-mted payment. For all months thereafler, the total payment 
eq!:iXi;ii butBBaften made ttre payment in multrple checks. 
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not disclose this interest income he was receiving fror^^^^^^;o Sterling or Mekose, or list it 
on his tax returns. I have also learned that while this interest income is taxable, Cohen did not tell 
Getzel—his accountant—^about the income, and Getzel only learned about the income because he 
began doing^^^^^^taxes in 2017.^^ 

25. Accordingly, based on the foregoing, it appears that Cohen’s representations to 

Sterling and Mekose that he did not have more than $1,250,000 were false, and that Cohen 
withheld information relating to the interest income he is receiving from in order to 

secui'e favorable terms in his renegotiation of his medallion loan. 

Cohen Had a Side Agreement With 

26. As set forth in detail below, during the course of Cohen’s negotiations to sell his 

interest in taxi medallions and the associated debt to Cohen not only 

misrepresented his financial position to Sterling, but also failed to disclose a side agi-eementhe 
had negotiated with^^^^^^^t appeal's tha^^^^^^^igreed to pay an above-market price 
for Cohen’s taxi cab medallions, and in exchange, Cohen agreed to pay approximately 

$3.8 million in cash. Specifically, from my review of documents produced pursuant to a subpoena 
by Sterling, and my paificipation in intei-views with Sterling Employee-1, Sterling Employee-2, 
and Sterling Employee-3,1 have leai-ned, among other things, the following: 

a. Oh or about September 5,2017, an executed teim sheet was ckculated by Sterling 
Employee-1 to Cohen and^^^^^^^^^| The term sheet listed Cohen s addiess as the addiess foi 
Subject Premises-1. According to the term sheet, would borrow $20,000,000 

fi'om Sterl ing and Mekose, to be secured by the medallions tha^^^^^^ivas to acquke from 


Accordingly, this interest incom^which should have been reported as such on Cohen’s tax 
returns—^is included herein in calculations of Cohen’s true cash position. 
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Cohen. At a price of $20 ntillion for thirty-two taxi medallions, the proposed transaction valued 
each medallion as worth $625,000. The term sheet also contemplated a $1,265,913 pay-down of 
the principal balance of the loan. The term sheet made no mention of a $3.8 million payment ftom 
Cohen to any other form of payment or financial transacUon between the parties. 

b. Additionally, an internal Sterling credit memorandum. date^dobe^017. 
describing the terms ofthe Cohen-^^ Btansaction and the new loan to^^^Hd><l 
not mention any payments fmm Cohen to^^mcluding a $3.8 million payment. The 

-TihSmahdimralsohOted-that-the-loan-amonnt-of42 

medallion” but “it is recognized tat this is not in line with eutrent market values.” Indeed, 
ae^rding to an internal Sterling memorandum dated Februmy 5. 2018. in the month of Janua^ 

2018 .tatd medallions soldforamountsrangingfromS 120 , 000 to $372^000^^^^^ 

Employee-1 and Sterling Bmployee-2. they were never told that ^^^^agreed to a puleha 
price of $625,000 in exchange for a lump sum payment from Cohen, oi that Cohen w 

e. On or about January 30. 2018. Sterling Employee-3 aslced Cohen whether Cohen 

, .. „av sum of money for entering into the 

had a side agreement with 

medaiuon tnmsaetion. Sterling Employee-3 asked Cote^t such an arrangement because, 
according to Sterling Bmployee-3. the price tat ^^was paying for each medallion 
appeared to be well above the market price. Cohen state^n«d substance, that he had no 
side agreement—tmd never had a side agreement—witl^^^^^l 

27. mac Cohen and^^^^lM no* 

communications with Sterling, it appears tat such a payment was contemplated. 

indeed, based on my review of recotds maintained by Getzel, and my participation in an interview 
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wift Getzel, I have learned fte foUowing, in substance and in part, repuding dte proposed side 

payment from Cohen to 

a. On or about September 19. 2017, Oetzel prepared a memorandum for Cohen 
entitled, “Sale of NYC Medallion Entities and Debt Assumption” (the “Gebel Memorandt^ 
The Qeteel Memorandum summarized the proposed transaction between Cohen and^^H 
in part, as follows: “Michael and Laura Cohen wUl transfer ownership oftheir 13 NYC medallion 
entities to a Buyer who will assume then bank indebtedness, upon the [Cohens’] paying down the 

’-diRpgfbhodftlirtS-entittes-by-SSOO.QOOandam^ - 

b. According to Getzel, Cohen told him the parameters of the deal, including the 
payment of $3,800,000 to^^|« Getzel did not Imow where Cohen was going to obtain 
$3,800,000 to pay^^l As noted above, Cohen had mom than $5,000,000 in cash and 
cash equivalents as of September 2017, but had only disclosed in his September 2017 Financial 

Statement that he had $ 1.25 million in cash. 

28. Based on my review of records maintained by Sterling (as well as Meh'ose, the banlc 
withttie partoipating interest in 4e loans) and reports of inteiviews ofiepiesentatives of Sterling 
(and Melrose), I have seen no evidence that S terling, Meh ose, or any other flnancial institution 
involved in the potential deal with Cohen and ^^was aware of the planned $3.8 mlUron 

side payment from Cohen 

The Illegal Campaign Contribution Scheme 

29. The USAO and FBI are also investigating a criminal violation of campaign fmanee 

laws by Michael Cohen. As set forth below, there is probable cause ,0 believe drat Cohen made 


^''I^referenceiiithwirn medallions appears to be an ener by Getek Cohen and his wife 
together Lned sixteen corporations, which in turn owned 32 taxr medallrous. 
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an excessive in-kind contribution to the presidential election campaign of then-candidate Donald 
Trump in the form of a $130,000 payment to Stephanie Clifford, an individual who was rumored 
to have had an extramarital affair with Trump, in exchange for her agreement not to disclose that 
alleged affair. As set forth below, there is probable cause to believe that this payment was intended 
to keep Clifford from making public statements about the rumored affak on the eve of the 2016 
presidential election, and thus constitutes a campaign contribution in excess of the applicable limit. 

30. From my review of public sources, I have learned the following: 

a. In or around October 2011, there were rumors published on the gossip websites 
TheDirty.com that Trump had had an extramarital affah with Clifford, an adult film actress whose 
screen name is Stormy Daniels, in or around July 2006. In or about October 2011, Life & Style 
Magazine, a tabloid sold in supermarkets, also published an article, based on the report in 
TheDirty.com, alleging an affair had occmred between Tramp and Clifford. Both Trump and 
Clifford, through their representatives, issued denials in response to the aiticles. 

b. Specifically, on or about October 11,2011, Keith Davidson, who identified himself 
as Clifford’s attorney, sent a cease and desist letter to TheDirty.com, demanding that the article 
regarding Trump and Clifford be removed from the website. Additionally, on or about October 
12, 2011, Cohen, who was then Executive Vice-President and Special Counsel to the Trump 
Organization, stated to E! News that “[t]he totally untrae and ridiculous stoiy ... emanated from 

a sleazy and disgusting website_The Tramp Organization and Donald J. Trump will be bringing 

a lawsuit. . . [and] Mi-. Trump and the Tramp Organization would like to thank and commend 
Stormy Daniels and her attorneys for their honesty and swift actions.” 

31. On or about June 16, 2015, Tramp formally launched his 2016 presidential 
campaign. On or about May 4,2016, Trump became the presumptive Republican Pai-ty nominee 
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for president, and on July 19,2016, Trump ojadally became the nominee. Based on my rev.e» 
of public sources, I have learned that while it does not appear that Cohen had an official Utle as 
part of the Tramp campaign, on multiple occasions Cohen made public statements on behalf of 
Tramp or his campaign. For instrmce. on or about August 18. 2016, Cohen appeared on CNN to 
defend Tramp’s polling numbers. 

32. On or about October 7, 2016, The Washington Post published online a video and 
accompanying audio in which Trump refemed to women in what the article described as “vulgar 

-fenns’’-ina2005-conversatiomwithBilly-Bush, 

following day, on October 8, 2016, Ti-ump appeared in a video in which he stated, among other 
things, “I’ve said and done things I regret and words released today on this more than a decade old 
video are one of them. Anyone who Imows me knows these words don t reflect who I am. I said 
it. I was wrong and I apologize.” Based on my review of public sources, I also loaow that 
representatives of the Tramp Campaign stated, in sum and substance, that the Access Hollywood 
comment was an old and isolated incident. 

33. Based on my review of public sources, including an article published in S 
magazine by a reporter who lute,viewed Clifford, I have learned that auund this same time, in or 
about October 2016, Clifford was in discussions with ABC’s Good Morning America show and 
SMe magazine, among other media sources, to provide these media outlets with her statement 
about her aUeged relationship with Trump. According to the article in SMe, which the author 
based on conversations with Clifford over the telephone and by text message, Clifford wanted to 
be paid for her stoo- or be paid by Trump not to disclose her accusation. As Cohen summariz«l 

ma 2018 emaU obtained pursuant to the CohenEmaUWaivants: “In October2016,lwas contacted 
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by counsel for Ms. Clifford stating that news outlets, including ABC News, were pursuing the 2011 
story of an alleged affair between Mr. Trump and Ms. Clifford.” 

34. From my review of telephone toll records^^ and information produced pursuant to 
the iCloud WaiTant and Cohen Email Warrants, I have learned that in the days following the Access 
Hollywood video, Cohen exchanged a series of calls, text messages, and emails with Keith 
Davidson, who was then Clifford’s attorney, David Pecker and Dylan Howard of American Media, 
Inc. (“AMI”), the publisher of the National Enquirer, Trump, and Hope Hicks, who was then 
press secretary for Trump’s presidential campaign. Based on the timing of these calls, and the 
content- of the text messages and emails, I believe that at least some of these commuirications 
concerned the need to prevent Clifford from going public, particularly in the wake of theffcce^^ 
Hollywood story. In particular, I have learned the following; 

a. On October 8,2016, at approximately 7;20 p.m., Cohen received a call from Hicks. 
Sixteen seconds into the call. Trump joined the call, and the call continued for over four minutes. 
Based on the toll records that the USAO has obtained to date, I believe that this was the first call 


^ My attribution of certain telephone numbers to certain individrrals as described in this 
afiirdavit is based on my review of the vCard (virtual contact file) and text messages obtained liom 
Cohen’s telephone pui'suant to the iCloud War-rant. 

Pecker is President of AMI and, according to his own statements in public reports, a personal 
friend of Trump.- Howard is the chief content officer of AMI, who according to public records 
reports directly to Pecker. 

2’ I believe that Trump joined the call between Cohen and Hides based on my review of toll 
records. Specifically, I Icnow that a call was initiated between Cohen’s telephone number^ and 
Trmirp’s telephone number at the same time the records indicate that Cohen was talking to Hicks. 
After the Cohen-Trump call was initiated, it lasted the same period of time as the Cohen-Hicks 
call. Additionally, the toll records indicate a “-1” and then Trump’s telephone number, which, 
based on my tr-aining and experience, means that the call was either transferred to Trmtrp, or that 
Trump was added to the call as a conference or three-way call participant. In addition, based on 
my conversations with an FBI agent who has interviewed Hides, I have learned that Hicks stated, 
in substance, that to the best of her recollection, she did not lear-n about the allegations made by 
Clifford until ear-ly November 2016. Hicks was not specifically asked about this thr-ee-way call. 
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Cohen had received or made to Hicks in at least multiple weeks, and that Cohen and Trump spoke 
about once a month prior to this date - specifically, prior to this call on October 8. 2016. Cohen 
and Tmmp had spoken once in May. once in June, once in July, zero times in August, and hvice 

in September. 

b. Approximately ten minutes after the call ended. Hides and Cohen spoke again for 
about two minutes. 

c. At 7:39 p.m., immediately after the second call with Hicks ended. Cohen called 
-TiiiviaPecker(ganoted-aboverthe^Piesidentof-AjnericanJiiedialoo.. orAMQandthey _ c^ed^ ^ ^ ^ 

for fthty seconds. Approxunately four minutes later. Cohen called Pecker again and they spoke 
for more Hum a minute. Three minutes after ending his call with Pecker. Cohen received a call 
fi-om Dylan Howard (as noted above, the Chief Content Officer of AMI), and they spoke for 
approximately a minute. According to toll records, it does not appear that Cohen and Howard 
spoke regularly prior to October 8,2016. as It had been over a month since drey had called each 

other. 

d. At 7:56 p.m.. approximately eight minutes after his call with Howard ended. Cohen 
called Hicks and they connected tor two minutes. At approximately the same time this caU ended, 
Cohen received a call from Pecker, and they spoke tor about two minutes. At 8:03 pun., about 
th.ee minutes after ending his call with Pecker, Cohen called Trump, and they spoke for nearly 

eiglit minutes. 

e. At 8:39 pun. and 8:57 p.m., Cohen received caUs from Howard and spoke to him 
for about tom- and six minutes, respectively. At 9:13 p.m., about ten minutes after Cohen and 
Howard hung up Hum the second of these calls. Howard sent Cohen a text message that said: 
■•Keith wUl do it. Let's r-econvene tomorrow." Based on my involvement in this investigation, I 
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believe .hat when Howarf wtnte ••Keift,” he was tefemng to Keith Davidson. attcney for 
Stephanie Clifford. A. 3:31 aan.. now on Octtber 9.2016. Cohen sent Howard a text message in 

response«said:-Thanlcyon.->Eight mtantes later. CohensentHowardamxtmessa^^ 

“Resolution Consultants LLC. is the name of the entity I formed a week ago. Whenever you wake. 

please call luy celL” 

£ The following day. on October 10 . 2016 . at 10:58 a.m.. Howard sent a text message 
to Cohen and Davidson, which stated: “KeittAIichael: connecting you both in regards to that 
- business opportun i^.-Spoke-to-the-client-ti,is-AM-and-theyT^^^^^^^^ with the 

opportunity. Thanks. Dylan. Over to you two.” At 12:25 p.m.. Davidson sen. Cohen a text message 

that stated: “Michaelif we are ever going to close this deal - In my opmion. 

KeWt.” Davidson and Cohen ften spoke by phone tor about three minutes. Based on my 
participation in this investigation. I believe timt when Howard wroto that tire “cllenC was 
“confirmed to proceed with the oppoitunity.” he was refen-ing to Clifford’s agreement in prmcrple 
to accept money ffom Cohen in exchange for her .^cement not to d^cs any prior affair with 

then-candidate Tramp.^* 

g. Based on my review of records obtained pursuant to the Cohen Email Wan’ants. I 
lorowtha. on or about October 10.2016. Clifford andDavidson appearto have signed a “side letter 
agreemenf drat stilted it was an exhibit to a “confidential settlement agreenrent and mutoal 
release” betw^ “Peggy Peterson” and “David Dennison.” The purpose of tire document. 


As set forth below, W was also 

However, because these comm^ationsvreie me P Clifford, and the 

"gtS't a^lre" S'IS s°evm".l months prior to ttrese communications between Cohen 
and Pecker, Howard, and Davidson. 
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according to the agreement, was to define the “tme name and identity” of persons named by 
pseudonym in ^‘confidential settlement agreement and mutual release* The side letter agieement 
specifies the identity of “Peggy Peterson” to be Clifford, but the space for “Dennison’s” identity 
is blank. The agreement also includes a signature page for “Peterson, Dennison, and theii 
attorneys. The signature page is signed by “Peterson” and his attorney, Davidson, but the 
document is'^ unsigned by “Dennison” and his attorney. Based on my involvement in this 
investigation, I believe that Davidson sent Cohen this partially-signed “side letter agreenient” in 
order to facilitate the closing of a deal betvreen Davidson’s client and Cohen oi his client on 

October 10,2016. 

35. It appears that on October 13, 2016, and the days that followed, Cohen took steps 
to complete a transaction with Davidson, including attempting to open an account from which 
Cohen could transfer funds to Davidson, Specifically, from my review of toll records, infoimation 
obtained pursuant to the iCloud WaiTant and Cohen Email Warrants, records maintained by Fiist 
Republic, as well as my participation in interviews with First Republic employees, I have learned 
the following: 

a. On the moining of October 13,2016, at 8:54 a.m,, Cohen sent Pecker a text message 
that stated: “I need to tallc to you,” At 9:06 a.m., Pecker sent a text message to Cohen that stated, 
“I called please call me back ” The tolls between Cohen and Pecker do not show a telephone call 
between 8:54 a,m, and 9:06 a.m. However, based on my review of text messages, I have learned 
that Cohen and Pecker communicate with each other over Signal, which is an encrypted 
communications cellphone application that allows users to send encrypted text messages and make 
encrypted calls. 
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b. At 9:23 a.m.. Ooheti sent an email that stated “call me” to First Republic Employee- 
2. The email attached documents fi om the Secretary of State of Delaware indicating that Cohen 
had formed a limited liability company called “Resolution Consultants LLC” on September 30. 
2016. AS noted above, “Resolution Consutants” is the name of the entity tat Cohen had told 
Howard he had formed recently after Howald said Davidson would “do It.” At 10:44 a.m.. Cohen 
called First Republic Employee-2 and told him, in sum and substance, that he needed an account 
in the name of “Resolution Consultants” opened immediately, and that he did not want an address 

l^WaeeBwntten-out-oftthe-account^tatemthatday,-anotfaereemplo yeefe 


emailed Cohen account opening paperwork to complete. Cohen relumed the account opening 
documents partially completed, but failed to provide a copy of his driver’s license or passport, and 
did not respond to the employee’s question of how he wanted to fund the account. As a result, the 

account was never opened. 

c. On October 17,2016. Cohen incorporated Essential Consultants LLC in Delaware. 

That same day, he filed paperwork to dissolve Resolution Consultants LLC. 

36. Despite these steps taken by Cohen, it appears that the negotiation between Cohen 
and Davidson was not progressing sufficiently fast enough for Davidson or his client, CUfford, 
and they threatened to go public with Clifford’s allegations just days before the presidential 
election. Specifically, based on my review of toil records, information obtained pursuant to the 

iCloud Warrant, and public sources, I Icnow the following: 

a. According to an article in The Washington Tost, which quoted emails sent Horn 

Cohen’semailaocounthostedbythe Trump Orgataation. on Octob«17.2016.Davidsonemailed 

Cohen and threatened to cancel the aforementioned “settlement agreement” by the end of the day 
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if Cohen did not complete the ttansaction “ According to the article. Davidson sent Cohen a 
second email later in the day that stated in part, “Please be advised that my client deems her 
settlemert agreemem canceled and void.” A. 4-.00 p.m. that day, Cohen called Davidson and they 

spoke for over five minutes. 

b. Cohen’s 4:00 p.m. call with Davidson and/or Davidson’s threats to cancel the 
“settlement agi-eement” appear to have touched off a flurry of communications aboutthe settlement 
agreement and whether Clifford would go public. Specifically: 

_-■■ ^ .t_4.43„p_t3ay^Howard-senDCohen .a 

they’re going with DailyMail. Ai-e you aware?” One minute later, Cohen responded: “Call me.” 
Based on my involvement in this investigation, I understand Howai-d’s text to mean that he heard 
that Clifford was going to take her stoiy of an exhamarital affair with Trump to the Daily Mai , 

tabloid newspaper. 

ii. At 4:45 p.m., Howard called Cohen and they spoke for over two minutes. 

Moments later, Davidson and Cohen spoke for about two minutes. 

hi. At 5:03 p.m., Cohen attempted to call Trump, but tlie call only lasted eight 

seconds. This was Cohen’s first call after he spoke with Davidson. 

iv At 5:25 p.m., Cohen texted Howard, stating: ‘Well??? 

V. At 6:44 p.m,, Howard responded to Cohen’s text, stating: Not taking my 

oallc.” Cohen responded one minute later: “Yotfre Iddding. Who are you trying to mach?” 
Howard r^ponded one minute later: “The ‘agenf” Based on my involvement in this 


29 Due to the partially covert natoe of the investigation to 
documents fi’om the Trump Organization or Davidson, 
referenced in this article. 


this date, the USAO has not requested 
and thus does not possess the email 
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investigation, I understandHoward’s text messages to meanthathe attempted to contact Davidson 

about the matter involving Clifford, but that Davidson was not taking Howai-d’s calls. 

vi. At 6:49 p.m., Cohen called Howai'd and they spoke for neaify fom- minutes, 

c. The following day, on October 18, 2016, TheSmoJdngGun.com, a website that 
publishes legal documents and mugshots, published an article called: “Donald Trump and the Pom 
Superstar,” which alleged that Tmmp had an extramarital affair with Clifford. However, the 
article noted that Clifford had declined to comment. 

_ _ 0 n-oi"about-October- 2 S,^ 2 O 16 , the._cQmn mnicati onsAetwggT_ pQhen, D 

Howai-d and Pecker picked up again, apparently concerning a transaction involving Clifford. 

Specifically, based on my review of toll records, information obtained pursuant to theCohenEmail 

Wairants and iCloud Warrant, as well as my review of public sources, I have learned the following: 

a. On October 2$, 2016, at 6:09 p.m., Howard sent Cohen a text message stating: 
“Keith callingyou urgently. We have to coordinate something on the matter he’s callmgyou about 
or its [sic] could look awfully bad for everyone.” One minute later, Davidson sent Cohen a text 
message stating “Call me.” Cohen and Davidson called each other several tunes over the next half 
hour but appeal- not to have connected. At 6:42 p.m., Cohen and Davidson spoke for about eight 

minutes. At 7:11 p.m., they spoke for another two minutes. 

b. The next morning, on or about October 26,2016, at 8:26 a.m., Cohen called Trump 
and spoke to him for approximately thi-ee minutes. At 8:34 a.m., Cohen caUed Trump again and 
connected for a minute and a half. 

c. At approximately 9:04 a.m.—less than thii-ty minutes after speaking with Trump 
Cohen sent two emaUs to tlie peraon who had incoiporated Resolution Consultants and Essential 
Consultants for him, and stated “ean you send me asap tlie filing receipf ’ and then, in the second 
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email, “for Essential Consultants LLCThatperson responded with the filing receipttwo minutes 
later at 9:06 a.m. and with the certification of formation 23 minutes later,, at 9:27 a.m. 

d. Shortly after that, Cohen contacted First Republic Employee-2 and told him, in sum 
and substance, that he decided not to open an account in the name of “Resolution Consultmg” and 
instead would be opening a real estate consulting company in the name of‘Essential Consultants ” 
Cohen told First Republic Employee-2 that he was at Tmmp Tower, and wanted to go to a First 
RepubUc branch across the sfteet to open the account, so First Republic Employee-2 called First 

Republic-Empleyee-^l^a-preferred-banlier^at_thalbranch,^ ssist Cohen. At 11. 00_a. m., Fks ^ 

Republic Employee-1 called Cohen. I loiow from my participation in an interview with First 
Republic Employee-1, that aiuund the time of the call he went to Cohen’s office in Trump Towel— 
on the same floor as the Trump Organization—and went thi'ough account opening questions, 
including loiow your customer questions, with Cohen. In response to a series of know-yom- 
customer questions about the puipose of the account-the answers to which Fkst Republic 
Employee-1 entered into a foim—Cohen stated, in sum and substance, that he was openmg 
Essential Consultants as a real estate consulting company to collect fees for investment consultmg 
work, and all of his consulting clients would be domestic individuals based in the United States. 
Based, on my review of records obtained fi'om First Republic, it appeal's that this account (the 
“Essential Consultants Account”) was created at a time between 11 ;00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. 

e. At 1:47 p.m., Cohen called Davidson and they spoke for approximately two 
minutes. At approximately 1:49 p.m., Davidson emailed Cohen wiring instructions for an attorney 
client trust account at City National Banlc. 

f After the Essential Consultants Account was opened on October 26, 2016, Cohen 
transferred $131,000 from a home equity line of credit that Cohen had at First Republic to the 
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EssentW Consultants Account Following the transfer, at approximately 4:15 pan. on October 26, 
2016, First Republic Employce-2's assistant emailed Cohen at his Trump Organization email 
address to tell him that the fends had been deposited into the Essential Consultants Account 
Cohen forwarded that email to the Cohen Gmail Account and then forwarded it to Davidson. 

g. At 6:37 p.m., Cohen asked Pecker by text message, “Can we speak? Important 
Cohen called Pecker at 6:49 p'm. and connected for thhty seconds. At 6:57 p.m., Cohen sent 
Howard a text message, stating: “Please call me. Important.” Cohen called Howard at 7:00 p.m. 

and connecter fdr-abom-feir^-secondsv-At-7-: 

for nearly thirteen minutes. At 7:24 p.m., Howard sent a text message to Cohen that “He said 
he-d caU me back in 20 minutes. I told him what you are asking for his [sic] reasonable. Fll get 
It sorted.” Approximately an hour later, at 8:23 p.m.. Howard told Cohen by text message to 
“check your Gmail for email from my private account.” In an email sent at 8:23 p.m. by Howard 
to Cohen and Davidson, witir the subject line “Confirmation.” Howard stated, “Thank you both 
for chattirrg with me earlier. Confnming agreement on: - Executed agreement, hand-signed by 
Keith’s client and referned via overnight or same-day FedEx to Michael. - Change of agreement 
to reflectthe correct LLC, - Transfer offends on Thmsday AM to be held in escrow until receipt 
of agreement.” Alter receiving that email, at approximately 827 p.m., Cohen asked Howard by 
text message, “Can you and David [Pecker] give me a call.” Howard promptly responded: “David 
is not around I think. ITl caU.” At 8:28 p.m.. Howard caUed Cohen and they spoke for three 

min utes. 

38. On October 27,2016, Cohen made a payment to Davidson of $130.000-withthe 
funds intended for Cllflord-for the purpose of securing her ongoing silence with respect to the 
allegations that she had an extramarital affair with Trump. SpecifreaUy. based on my review of 
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toll records, bank records, and information obtained pmsuant to the iCloud Wan-ant and Cohen 

Email Warrants, I have learned the following: 

a. At 9:47 a.m., Cohen sent Davidson an email, stating: “Keith, kindly conOrm that 

ate wire received today, October 27, 2016 shall be held by you in your attorney’s trust account 

until such time as directed for release by me, in writing, Addittonally, please ensure that all 

paperwork contains the correct name of Essendal Consultants LLC. I thank you in advance for 

youl- assistance and look foi-ward to heaidng fiom you later.” 

-b;-At-approxiniately40-:01-a.m.,mccoidinglo..reco ri^ provided by F irs^ Rep^ ^_ 

Bank, Cohen completed paperwork to wire $130,000 horn the Essential Consultants Account- 
which had been fcnded a da, prior from Cohen^s home equity line of credit-Ao the attorney client 
trust account at City National Banlc that Davidson had specified in the wirmg inshuctions he sent 

to Cohen. The wire transfer was made shortly thereafter. 

o. At 10:02 a.m, Davidson responded to Cohen’s email from 9:47 a.m., stating: “I 
confnm that I will work in good faith & that no funds shall be disbursed unless & until the plaintiff 
pemonall, signs all necessary settlement paperwork, (the form of which will match the prior 
agreement). The settlement does will nmne the correct corporation, (Essential Consultants LLC). 
Plaintiffs signature will be notarized and returned to you via FedEx, Only after you r’ec.ive FedEx 

will I disburse. Fan?” 

d. At 10:50, a.m., First Republic Employee-1 sent Cohen an email confirming tha 

payment had been sent and providing him with the wue number. 

39. On October 28. 2016. and the days that followed, Cohen finalized the transaction 

with Davidson. Speclfrcally, based on my review of toll records, information obtained purmant 

to the iCloud Warrant, public sources, and banlc records, 1 loiow the following. 
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a. On October 28 ,2016, at 11:48 a.m., Cohen spoke to Trump for approximately five 
minutes. Begimting at 1:21 p.m.. Cohen attempted a series of phone eaUs to Davidson. Pecker, 
and Howari throughout the day, although it appears he may only have connected with Howrd. 

b. Later that day, at approximately 7:01 p,m.. Davidson slated to Cohen by text 
message that “all is AOK. I should have signed, notarized docs on Monday. You should have 
them on Tuesday.” Cohen thanked him and said “I hope we are good." Davidson responded. “1 
assure you. We are very good.” Howard also texted Cohen at 7:08 p.m.. “Keith pavidson] says 

we are good 7'-eohen-then-responded-U--0&cto-Howai-d-andC!ExME ent” to Davidson ^. At __ 

approximately 10:30 p.m., Cohen spoke to Hicks for three minutes. 

c. On October 31, 2016, Cohen called Howard at 8:22 p.m. and they spoke for over 
three minules. At 8:32 p.m., Cohen received text messages from both Howatd and Davidson. 
Howard said: “You'll have paperwork tomonow says KD.” Davidson said: ‘ We ate AOK. You 
will be receiving a package tomorrow.” Cohen responded “Thank you” to Howaid and “Thanks 
Keith, wm call you then” to Davidson. From my involvement in this investigation, I believe 
Davidson was referring to a signed nondisclosure agreement when he told Cohen that he would 

receive a paclcage. 

d. Based on my review of court filings that became public in 2018,1 have learned that 
on or about October 28, 2016, “EC, LLC and/or David Dennison” entered into a “confidential 
settlement agreement and mutual release” with “Peggy Peterson.” pursuant to which “Peterson” 
agreed not to disclose certain “confidential information pertaining to pennlson]” in exchange for 
$ 130,000. The agreement provided that “EC, LLC” would wire the funds to “Peterson's” attorney, 
who would then transfer funds to “Peterson.” Cohen signed the agreement on behalf of “EC, 
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LLC.” The agreement stated that the address for “EC, LLC,” which was later referred to in the 
agreement as “Essential Consultants, LLC,” was Cohen’s residence. 

e. Consistent with the “confidential settlement agreement and mutual release,” on or 
about November 1, 2016, Davidson transferred $96,645 fom his attorney client trust account at 
City National Bank to a bank account in Clifford’s name. The wire had the annotation “net 
settlement.” On the same day, at approximately 9:48 a.m. Davidson sent Cohen a text message 
with a picture of a FedEx delivery confirmation, stating that at approximately 9:09 a.m. a package 
shipped by Davidson the previous day had arrived for Cohen at his Trump Organization 
address. On the same day, at approximately 6:14 p.m., Davidson sent Cohen an email with an 
audio file attached and said “Give this a lesson [sic] and then call me.” The audio attachment was 
titled “Stormy.mp3” and was a five-minute recording of Davidson interviewing Clifford about 
recent public allegations made by an adult film stai- named Jessica Drake regarding her alleged 
past affair with Trump; in the recording, Clifford explained the reasons she believed that Drake 
was not credible. Less than an hour later, at approximately 7:05 p.m., Cohen called Trump, but it 
appears that they did not connect. Cohen then called a telephone number belonging to Kellyanne 
Conway, who at the time was Trump’s campaign manager. They did not connect. At 
approximately 7:44 p.m., however, Cohen received a return call from Conway, which lasted for 
approximately six minutes. 

40. On November 4,2016, just three days after the Clifford transaction was completed 
and just four days before the presidential election, the Wall Sti^eet Journal published an article 
alleging that the National Enquirer had “Shielded Donald Trump” from allegations by Playboy 
model Karen McDougal that she and Trump had an affair. The article alleged that AMI had agreed 
to pay McDougal to bmy her story. McDougal, lilce Clifford, had been represented by Davidson. 
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Based on my review of toll records, information obtained pm-suant to die Cohen Email Warrants 
and iCloud Warrant, and public somces, it appears that Cohen spoke fi-equentiy to Davidson, 
Howard, Pecker, and Hicks around the time of this article’s publication—just days before Election 
Day-aboutdie importance of preventing the McDougal and Clifford stories dom gaining national 

traction. Specifically, I have learned the following: 

a. Between 4:30 and 8:00 p.m. on November 4, Cohen oommimioated several times 

with Howard, Pecker and Davidson. For instance, at approximately 4:49 p.m, Cohen sent Howard 

a texrmessage-with-a-sereenshot-of-an-emaiLtorwardeAtoJli^^ Tmmp Organtat to^ 

lawyer. The forwarded email was from a Wall Sheet Journal reporter, and asked for comment 
from Trump and/or the eampalEU on the story. Cohen also spoke with Hleks several times, 
inclnding shortly before and/or after calls with Pecker, Howm-d and Davidson. Indeed, at 
approximately 7:33 p.m, nsingtwo different cellphones snbseribed to him, Cohen appearstohave 

been talking to Davidson and Hicks at the same time. 

b. At approximately 8:51 p.m, Cohen sent Howard a message, stating: “She’s heing 

really difficult with giving Keith a statement Basically went into hiding and unreachable.” One 
minute later, Howard responded: “I’ll ask him again. We just need her to disappear.” Cohen 
responded, “She definitely disappeared but refuses to give a statement and Keith cannot push her.” 
At approximately 8:55 p.m, Howard respondedto Cohen’s text: “Let’s letthe dust settle. Wedon’t 

want to pushherover the edge. She’son side at present and we haveasolidpositionandaplauslble 

position that she is rightfully employed as a columnist.” Based on my involvement in this 
Investigation. I believe Cohen and Howard were referring to Karen McDougal when drey were 
discussing “she” and “her.” Additionally, I believe Howard’s statement that “we have ... a 
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plausible position that she is rightfully employed as a columnist” was a reference to the fact that 
AMI had given McDougal payments for her role as a pm-ported columnist for the company. 

c. At approximately 8:58 p.m, on November 4, 2016, Howai-d attempted to reassure 
Cohen about the effect of the forthcoming Wall Street Journal article, texting, I think it 11 be ok 
pal. I think it’ll fade into the distance.” Cohen responded, “He’s pissed.” Howard wrote back, 
“I’m pissed! You’re pissed. Pecker is pissed. Keith is pissed. Not much we can do.” Based on 
my involvement in this investigation, I believe Cohen was i-efeiring to Trump when he stated he s 
pissed.” Cohen asked Howard at approximately 9:00 p.m. how the Wall Street Journal cotAA 
publish its article if “everyone denies.” Howard responded, “Because there is the payment fiom 
AMI. It looks suspicious at best.” 

d. At approximately 9:03 p.m., Hicks called Cohen and they spoke for two minutes. 
At approximately 9:11 p.m., Cohen called Howard and spoke to him for five minutes. At 
approximately 9:15 p.m., Hicks called Cohen and they spoke for neai-ly seven minutes. Again, 
Cohen used different phones for these two calls, such that he appeai-s to have been on both calls 
for about a minute of overlap. At approximately 9:32 p.m., Cohen texted Pecker, “The boss just 
tried calling you. Are you free?” A minute later, Cohen texted Howard, “Is there a way to find 
David quickly?” 

e. At appi'oxhnately 9:50 p.m., the Wall Street Journal article was published online. 
Howai-d and Hicks both sent web links for the article to Cohen. Over the next half hour, Cohen 
and Howard exchanged several text messages commenting on how the stoi-y came across. The next 
morning onNovember 5,2016, at approximately 7:35 a.m., Cohen texted Hicks, So far I see only 
6 stories. Getting little to no haction.” Hicks responded, “Same. Keep praying!! It’s working!” 
Cohen vwote bade, “Even CNN not talking about it. No one believes it and if necessary, I have a 
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statemeat by Stom deaying eveiything and conti-adicttogthe other pom alars statement, I wouldn’t 
use It now or even discuss with him as no one is talking about this or oatesl” Based on my 
involvement in this investigation. I believe Cohen was tefeming to dte above-refetenced traded 
audio statement by Clifford that he obtained from Davidson, and was stating that such a statement 

couldbeusedtomfluencepotentialnegativemediarelatingto Trump, butwas unnecessary at« 


time. Based on a text message from Hicks to 
spoke to Trump. 


Cohen, I believe that later that morning, Pecker 


th^electionJor-P resident of the M ed_ 


41. OnorahoutKovember8,2G16,Trampwon 

States 

42. On or about January 12. 2018. the Wall Straet Jowml fust reported that Cohen 
arranged a payment to Clifford. On or about January 22. 2018. Common Cause, a govemnlent 

wa«hdoggroup,f.ledacomplaintwithd>eTederalElectlonCo.r,mlssion.al.egi 

violamd cmnpaign Tmance laws by making the payment to Clifford. Based on my review publrc 
sources Mowing fta, report, as well as emails obmined pursuant hr the Cohen Email Warrant. I 

have learned the following; 

a, On or about January 23, 2018. the day after Common Cause fried its complaint, 
Cohen began emailing himself drafts of statements describmg his payment to Clifford. 
Additionally, on January 23. 2018. Cohen emailed the followhrg draft of drat smtement to an 
individual who appears to be wilting a book on Cohen’s behalf: 

special counsel and piotectoi, I o p ^ b^t I am 

mean that it doesn't create harm and damag . 
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occur I negotiated a non-disclosure agreement with Ms. Cliffords 
counsel and tendered the funds. I did this thmugh rny Delawai-e LLC and 
transferred personal funds to cover the agreement. I was reimbursed 
any monies from Mr. Trump, the Trump Organization, my thnd party oi 
thJpresidential campaign. At no point did I ever advise Mi. Tjump of my 
communications or actions regaining this agreement As “^tlan^^^ 
unusual as this may appeal', the Trumps have been like fam y 
over a decade. It’s what you do for family. 


(Emphasis added.) Based on my involvement in this investigation, I believe that the above email 
■ is an acknowledgement that the allegation of the affair had existed for some time (“...fc 2011 
story .but that Cohen was motivated to “keep the story fl'om break mg" agai n m Oct ober 2016. 

b. On or about February 13,2018, Cohen said in a statement to ne New York Times 


that “Neither the Trump Organization not the Trump campaign was a palty to the transaction with 
Ms. Cliffoni. The payment to Ms. Clifford was lawful, and was not a campaign contribution or a 
campaign expenditure by anyone.” Cohen deelined to answer follow-up questions including 
. whetha- Trump had been awar-e of the payment, why Cohen made the payment, or whelhel similar 


payments had been made to other people. 

c. On or about February 14 , 2018 , Cohen was aslced by 2 !ieJV<!ii< Tork nmea whether 

Trump had relmbmsed him. whether he and Trump had made any arrangement at the time of the 
payment, or whether he had made payments to other women. Cohen stated in response, “I can’t 
get into any of that.” On or about February 14, 2018, Cohen also stated to The Washington Post 
that: ‘Tn a private transaetion in 2016,1 used my own personal funds to faeiUtate a payment of 
$130,000 to Ms. Stephanie Clifford. Neither the Trump Organization nor the Trump campaign 
was a party to the transaetion with Ms. Clifford, and neither relmbmsed me for the payment, either 


directly or indii'ectly.” 

43. On or about March 9, 2018, Cohen stated to MC News that “the funds were taken 
ftom my home equity line and transferred internally to my LLC account in the same bank.” 
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44. Accordingly, for the foregoing reasons, there is probable cause to believe that 
Cohen committed violations of the Campaign Finance Offenses by maldng an in-kind contribution 
to Trump or the Tmmp campaign in the form of a $130,000 payment to Clifford on the eve of the 
election. Indeed, while he denies having given an unlawful contiibution, in his own statements 
Cohen has admitted that he paid $ 130,000 of his “personal fiands” to Clifford and thatthe payment 
occuiTed less than two weeks before the election, as Trump was facing negative media allegations 
about his behavior toward women, even though allegations of an affair between Trump and 

Glifferdexisted since 20IT.--ln addition, Ae_conMruni^tlQnrgcm-ds.selfb A 

that Cohen communicated with members of the Trump campaign about his negotiation with 
Clifford’s attorney and the need to preclude Clifford from making a statement that would have 
reflected negatively on the candidate in advance of the forthcoming election. 

C. Probable Cause Justifying Search of the Subject Premises and Subject Devices 

45. Based on the foregoing, my review of records produced pursuant to subpoenas and 
Ae Cohen Email Warrants, and the iCloud Warrant, and my training and experience, Aere rs 
probable cause to believe that the Subject Premises and Subject Devices have been used rn 
furtherance of Ae Subject Offenses and are likely to contain instrumentalities, evrdence, andfrmts 
of the Subject Offenses, Specifically, there is probable cause to believe that Cohen permanently 
resides at Subject Premises-1 and, at least in part, works at both Subject Premises-1 and Subject 
Premises-2, and that Aose locations contain evidence relating to the Sterling taxi medallion 
hansaction, Cohen’s assets, Cohen’s consulting work for Essential Consultants EEC, and As 
payment to Clifford. Additionally, there is probable cause to believe Aat Subject Premrses-3 
contams evidence of Cohen’s assets and his payment to Clifford. Finally, there is probable cause 
to believe that Subject Premises-4, in which Cohen is temporarily residmg, contams elechomc 
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devices, includmg Subject Device-1 and Subject Dcvice-2. which, in turn, ecutaln evidence of the 
Subject Offenses, such as evidence relating to the Sterling taxi medallion transaction, Cohen’s 
assets, Cohen’s consulting work for Essential Consultants EEC, and his payment to Clifford, 

46, FirsEihei-eisprobablecausetobelievethatCohenlivesandoperateshisbusinesses, 

at least in part, at Subject Premises-1. Specifically, from my review of property records, I know 
that Michael Cohen and Eaura Cohen own (in trust) Subject Premises-1. From my review of 
Cohen’s tax leturns, I know he lists his primary residence as Subject Piemises-1. Additionally. 

frorndtryEevie^feinails pfoduced-pursuant-to-the-Gohen-Email-Wairants,J-know that Coh 

routinely refers to Subject Premises-1 as his home. For example, on or about September 28,2017 
and October 6, 2017, Cohen emailed individuals that his home address is the address for Subject 
Premises-1. I also know from my review of emails that Cohen receives package delivery 
notifleatrons that list Cohen’s address as the address for Subject Premises-1. Cohen has also 
provided the address of Subject Pr emises-1 as the address for Essential Consultants and Michael 
D. Cohen & Associates, PC. For example, the certificates of Incorporation and account opening 
documents at First Republic for both entities list their addresses as the address for Subject 
Premises-1. See supra H 18(b), 18(d). The consulting agreement between Essential Consultants 
and AT&T also indicated the address for Essential Consultants is the address for Subject Premises- 

1. See supra ^ 19(c). 

47. There is also probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-1 is IMtely to contain 
instrumentalities, evidence, and fiuits of dre Subject Offenses. Specifloally, from my review of 
emails produeed pursuant to subpoena and dre Cohen Email Warrante and iCloud Warrant, as well 

as my training and experience, I know the followmg: 
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a. According to records maintained by Sterling, the address for all of Cohen’s taxi 
medallion LLCs is the address for Subject Premises-1. See supra | 16(c). Additionally, the 
medallion loan documents indicate that any mailings related to the loans should be sent to Subject 
Premises-1. See id. Based on my training and experience, as well as my review of public sources, 

I know that individuals keep records of properties and assets in which they have ownership 
interests. Accordingly, I submit that Subject Premises-1 likely contains evidence of Cohen’s 
ownership of the taxi medallion LLCs, the revenue that those medallions generate, and the 
transaction with Sterling in 2014 to re-fmance the medallion loans that were then with Capital One 

Banlc, 

b. From ixiy review of records niaintarned by Sterling, I also know that Steiling 
addressed documents relating to thi^^^^^|;ransaction and Cohen’s attempts to modify the 
terms of the medallion loans to Subject Premises-1. For instance. Sterling addi'essed the 
transaction term sheet, see supra ^ 16(1), and its demand letter and notice of default, see supra f 
16(q), to Subject Premises-1. Accordingly, Subject Premises-1 likely contains evidence 
concerning the ^^^^|transaction and Cohen’s negotiations with Sterling. Some of those 
records—^such as records relating to a payment from Cohen to ^^^^^^^ivere concealed from 
Sterling and cannot be obtained via subpoena to Sterling. Additionally, even where documents 
were sent to Cohen by Sterling (and therefore are available from Sterling via subpoena), the fact 
that they may be found in Subject Premises-1 will be relevant to Cohen’s possession or Imowledge 
of the docxraients. 

c. From my review of records maintained by Fkst Republic, 1 know that Cohen 
provided the address for Subject Premises-1 as the mailing addresses for the Essential Consultants 
Account and MDC&A Account. See supra 18(b), 18(e). Accordingly, it is lilcely that Subject 
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P*-l contains records relating to the Essentiai Consuitants Account and MDC&A Account, 
includurg. anrong otherthings. account opentag doc^ents, baric statenaents. docunrents provided 
as part of the Icnow-your-customer process, any notes made by Cohen when he was opening the 
accounts, wire hansfer records, and canceled checks. Even where these records can be obtained 
from hirst Republic, the fact that they may be found in Subject Premises-1 will be relevant to, 
among other things, Cohen’s ownership of the accounts, or his knowledge of transactions or the 

existence of funds in accounts. 

-arTaaohmyWerwofrecordsmato^ 

Stanley, City Natlomrl Baric, Signature Baric, and Bethpage Credit Union, 1 know that Cohen 
provided the address for Subject Premises-l as die mailhrg for his accounts at each of drese 
fimmcial institutions. Accordingly, it is likeiy that Subject Pr emises-1 contains records relating to 
these accounts, inciuding, among other things, baric statemeris that list account balances. The 
existence of these records in Subject Premises-1 will be relevant to, among other things, Cohen’s 
ownership of the accounts and his knowledge of the balances in these accounts. 

e. Additionally, Cohen may have records of other bank accounts or assets that were 

not disclosed to Sterling and are not presently Icnowo by law enforcement. For- example, as 
described above. Cohen has received interest mcome since 2015 that he has not disclosed to 
Sterling or paid taxes on. Also, on Cohen’s August 2014 Financial Statement, see supra 116(e). 
he disclosed $10,000,000 in “investments in overseas entrtres. ’ The value of these mves 
was omitted from subsequent financial statements. However, for the reasons outlined above, there 
is probable cause to believe that Cohen omitted the value of those investments from his 2017 

Lt"ncr: 
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f,„a„oial statements in otdet to nndetstate his assets. As Subject Ptemises-1 is Cohen’s primary 

residence andheusesSubjeetPremisesri as the maillngaddressforbanlttecoris,there is 

cause to believe tlrat account statements for unlcnotvn bank accoums or assets concealed tom 

Sterling are lilcely to be found in Subject Premises-1. 

f. Based on my review of records maintained by AT&T and produced pursuant to the 

CohenEmailWatrants.Ilmowthatthe address CohenprovidedtoAT&TforEssentialConsult^^ 

is the addtess for Subject Premises-1. See .upra 1 19(c). Therefore, there is probable cause to 
believe that SnbjicrPBiasebcl-Trill contatn evrdenee-conoetnrng-^*^ pf JEssetitra2_ 

Consultant or money that Cohen received, through Essential Consultants, tom AT&T. 
Additionally, because Cohen used the address for Subject Premlses-l for at least one consulting 
arrangement involvmg Essential Consultants, tee is probable carte to believe te Subject 
P.emises-1 may contain records of other consulting arrangements that Cohen, through Essmttial 

Consultants, has with other individuals or entities. 

g. Bas«l on my review of records maintained by OetzePs accounting fnm. and emails 

produced pursuant to the Cohen Email Warrants. 1 have learned that GetzePs accounting firm sent 

documents to Subject Premises-i and used the address for Subject Premlses-l as the address Usted 

on Cohen’s personal and corporate tax reterns. Sac supra 1 16(n). For instance, on or about 

October 6. 2017. an employee at Oetzel’s accountmg firm emaded Cohen that she h 

Cohen’s September 2017 Financial Statement by FedErc to Cohen’s attention. Accordingly. 

Cohen’s tax records are likely to be found in Subject Prenrlses-1. 

h. Basedonmyreviewofbanlt,ecordsandpublicly-availabledocurnents,Iltnowthat 

Cohen used $130,000 tom a home equity line of credit on Subject Premises-1 to pay Clifford. I 

also knowthatondre settlement andnondisclosurea^eementbetween-PeggyPeterson”^ 
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LLC,” the address for Essential Consultants is Subject Premises-1. Accordingly, Subject 
Premises-1 is lilcely to contain evidence of tlie Campaign Finance Offenses, including settlement 
and nondisclosm-e agreements, payment records, written and email correspondence, and records 

pertaining to the home equity line of credit. 

i. Based on my review of emails produced pmsuant to the Cohen Email Warrants and 

iCloud Warrant, I know that Cohen used at least one Apple iPhone, an Apple iPad Mim, and a 
MacBook Pro to access his iCloud account. Based on my review of location records provided by 

-Apple pursuant-to-the-iCloud-WarranVFlmowjthat_ei_ectr^^ ^^^ devices linlced to C^ ’s iCloud 

account were used at Subject Premises-1 to, among other things, place telephone calls and backup 
files to Cohen’s iCloud account. Accordingly, there is probable cause to believe that Subject 
Premises-1 contains electronic devices, including certain Apple products, that for reasons 

discussed below are lilcely to contain evidence of the Subject Offenses. 

j. Based on my review of emails produced pursuant to the Cohen Email Warrants, I 

understand that Subject Premises-1 recently sustained water damage to certain parts of the 
premises, and that Cohen has engaged contractors to perform certain remediation work on the 
premises. In addition, as set forth above, I believe that Cohen and his family are temporarily 
residing at Subject Premises-4 in the Loew’s Regency Hotel, which is approximately.two blocks 
fi-om Subject Premises-1. However, based on my review of a work order sent to Cohen’s email 
by a contactor, I understand that the first phase ofthe work order calledforthe conhactorto ‘Tack 
& Remove all items & funiishmgs in Living Room, Kitchen, Sons Room & Dining Room and 
store them ofif-site. In addition, based on my review of drawings sent to Cohen by the contractor, 
it appeai-s that tire work is primarily being done in these rooms. Thus, I believe tlrat the 
consti-uction-to the extent it is still ongoing - would not necessarily have caused Cohen to move 
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all documents or evidence responsive to the warrant out of Subject Premises-1, because it does not 
appeal- that work is being done to the portion of Subject Premises-1, such as a home office or 
Cohen’s own room, where such documents or evidence would most likely be found. 

48. Second, there is probable cause to believe that Cohen uses Subject Premises-2 as 
office space, and also that Subject Premises-2 contains certain electronic devices. Specifically, 
from my review of the “strategic alliance agi-eement” between Squire Patton Boggs and Cohen, 
and my review of the press release on Squire Patton Boggs’s website, I Icnow that Cohen has an 

effiGemt-Subject-Premises^.--&e.^t/ff^^^^^^^ 

Cohen’s agreement with the law ffim, he has “dedicated and segregated office space” m Squire 
Patton Boggs’s offices on the 23rd floor of 30 Rockefeller Plaza, and that the space is “physically 
sepai-ate” from the fnm’s offices and has “locked doors and its own locked file cabinets.” See 
supra If 19(e). Additionally, I Imow that under the terms of the agreement, Cohen agreed to 
“arrange for [his] own computer sei-ver system that is not connected to [Squire Patton Boggs s] 
computer network system.” I Icnow from my participation in an intei-view with Getzel, who met 
Cohen at Subject Premises-2 in 2017, that Subject Premises-2 is an office with a door, it appears 
to be used only by Cohen, and it contains, among other things, a computer and paper files. 
According to Getzel, when Getzel saw Cohen at Subject Premises-2, he had two cellular 
telephones in Subject Premises-2. I also know from my review of emails produced pursuant to the 
Cohen Email Warrants that Cohen uses the address for Subject Premises-2 m the, signature block 


31 As noted below, based on my training and experience, I believe that individuals who ^avel or 
stay in hotels for short-term periods commonly bring some items with them, such as portable 
Schnnk dtices or sensitive items, meaning that Cohen has likely hiken -^^ence Rom 
Subject Premises-1 to Subject Preinises-4. Nevertheless, given the temporary natoe ^ C^n s 
stay at Subject Premises-4 and the scope of the work being done at Subject Premises-1,1 beheve 
it I unlikely that Cohen has taken all evidence that would be subject to seizure out of Subject 

Premises-1. 
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on his emails. Based on my review of notes of a call between Cohen and Fkst Republic Employee- 
2 (which notes were taken by another Fkst Republic employee, who was participating m the call 
and talcing notes), I know that, on or about November 15, 2017, Cohen told First Republic 
Employee-2 that he had a new office at 30 Rock. Moreover, I Icnow from an article in Vanity Fair 
published on or about Febiuaiy 14,2018, that Cohen was interviewed by the magazine m Subject 
Premises-2 in or about Februaiy 2018. 

49. There is also probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-2 is lUcely to contam 
imUlHnenlalMes,evidence,-and Mte Specificall ljt om my revi^ of _ 
emails produced pursuant to subpoena and the Cohen Email Warrants and iCloud Warrant, as well 

as my training and experience, I Icnow the following: 

a. According to records maintained by Sterling, when Cohen was emailing with 
Sterling Employee-3 in 2018 about a modification to his existing, loan from Sterling, Cohen listed 
his addi-ess in his email as tire address for Subject Premises-2. See supra If 16(t), 16(u). 
Accordingly, Subject Premises-2 lilcely contains evidence concerning Cohen’s loan modification 

negotiations with Sterling. 

b. Based on my review of records obtained pursuant to the Cohen Email WaiTants, I 
Icnow that the addi-ess Cohen provided to M and BTA for Essential Consultants is die address 
for Subject Premises-2. supra ^ 19(a), 19(b). Tlierefore, there is probable cause to believe 
that Subject Premises-2 will contain evidence concerning the operation of Essential Consultants 
or money that Cohen received, thmugh Essential Consultants, from ICAI and BTA, among other 
entities with which Cohen had a consulting aiTangement. Additionally, based on my review of 
emails sent in 2018 that were obtained pursuant to the Cohen Email Warrants, I know that Cohen 
continues to enter into consulting aiTangements thi-ough Essential Consultants, and agreements 
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..elating to those attengements indicate that Essential Consultants is located at Subject Ptemises- 
2 : Additionally, because Cohen used the addtess fot Subject P.emlses-2 fot multiple consulting 
armngements involving Essential Consultants, there is probable cause to believe that Subject 
Premises-2 may contain records of other unknown consulting aiTangements that Cohen has with 

other individuals or entities, 

c. Based on my review of records maintained by GetzePs accounting firm, and e,nails 
produced pursuant to the Cohen EmaU Warrants, as well as my participation in an interview with 
Getzil. I hive iaf iaWGetzefvisited-Subject-Piemises-2 

See supra 120(a). At that meeting, Getel discussed with Cohen whether Cohen should disclose 
Essential Consultants on his personal financial statement to banks. According, there is probable 
cause to believe that Subject Premises-2 will contain evidence relating to Cohen's taxes, or notes 
of his convemation with Getzel. Moreover, the fact that Cohen used Subject Premises-2 for a 

meetmgreganlinghispe..sonalfmaucialmatte.sprovidesprobablecausetobelievethatd^^^ 

and information regarding his finances will be found in Subject Premises-2. 

d. Based on my participation in an interview with Getzel, I loiow that Cohen maintams 

a computer in Subject Premises.2. From my review of IP data produced pursuant to a subpoena 
and pen register to Google, it appears that Cohen is logging into his Gmail account from Subject 
Premlses-2. Accordingly, there is probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-2 contains 
electronic devices, that for reasons discussed below are likely to contain evldenee of the Subject 

Offenses. 

e. Based upon my training and experience. I have learned that individuals who 
maintain businet.es typically keep records relating to the business-^uch as contracts with clients 
and records of payments-nt the business' ideriified location. I am not aware of any addresses 
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associated with Essential Consultants other than Subject Premises-1 and Subject Piemises 2. 
Accordingly, there is probable cause to believe that Subject Pren,ises-1 and Subject Premises-2 
will contain business records for Essential Consultants. 

50. Third.thereisprobablecansetobclievethatSubjectPrcmises-3islikel,tocontain 

inshumentalities, evidence, and ftults of the Subject Offenses. In particular: 

a. Asnotedabove.CohenhastwobankaccountsatTDBank. In or about November 

2017.asCohen«asreeelvingsubstantialincom.fxon,consultingworlc-whlchhediduot disclose 

light of the aforementioned evidence that Cohen conceals assets, including assets at TD Bank, 
drere is pmbable cause to believe that Subject Premises-3 contains financial assets, objects of value 
and/or documents relating to such assets or objects of value that Cohen likely did not disclose to 
Sterling. Indeed, based on my training and experience. I am awne that people often conceal 

valuableimn.insafetydepositboxes. Accordingly, dterelsprobabiecausetobelieved 

Premises-3 will contain evidence of the Bank Fraud Offenses. 

b. in addition, based on my review of records poduced by TO Bank, I know that 
Cohen has accessed the vault in which Subject Premises-3 is stored on two occasions. The first 
suchoccasionwas onNovember 10,2017. Cohen signed into the vault at approximately 5:35 and 
out of vault at appmximately 5:39 on that date.- Based on my review of toll records. I know that. 
Cohen’s first call after he signed out of the safety deposit box- approximately 45 minutes later- 

wastoKelthDavidson. Speclfrcally,at6:25p.m. Cohen calledDavidsonandthey spoke for less 

to a minute: three minutes later. Davidson caUed Cohen bade and they spoke for approximately 
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22 minutes. The seeond ^ch oecasion was on Febtuaty 2.2018. which is dufing the time period 
nmttetous media reporis about Cohen-s payment to Clifford were being published, and is one day 
after it appears that Cohen’s family moved into Subject Premises-4. as set forth above. The tlnung 

ofCohe„-stwovisi,stothevault-oneshortlybetore.c.lltoKel.hDavidson.nd«reoa.er.mund 

the time ttat Cohen came under media scrudny in connection whh the payment to Davidson’s 

client-gives rise to probable cause to beUeve that subject Premises-Swillcontamevidenceofthe 

Campaign Finance Offenses, such as documents relevant to the Cohen s dealmg 

Davidson and the paymenf to Cliffordrincluding-documents-orrevidencnfl mt Cohen did not want _ 

to leave in his apartment where construction workers would be present.” 

51. Based onmy review of emails obtained pursuant to the CohenEmail Warrants and 

cell phone loeationintonnation.lbelteve tot Cohen is tempormlly residing in subject Pre^^^^^ 

4. .ee fl 8(d). There is also probabie cause to believe that Subject Premkes4 contams 

instiumentaUties and evidence of the Subject Offenses, including, the foUowing: 

a. As described above, it appears that Cohen moved to Subject Premises^ on or about 

February 1, 2018. at which time numerous media reports about Cohen’s involvement in to 
payment to Clifford wem being published. See rrpru 11 3(d). Durmg this time same period. 

Cohenwasto,uendycorrespondhrgwidrtomediaandsenthimself and otorssmternents about 

his hrvolvement in the payment to Clifford. See rup,™ 1142(a>(e). Thus, there Is probable cause 
tot Cohen took at least some do— and evidence relathrg to to Clifford payment wito hrm 
m subject Premises-4. in order to reference and consult them in connection with these shrtements. 


approximately five tohes by ten totos. 


33 As noted above, Subject Premises-3 is approxima e ^ ^, Jg. however, a small number 

portable stomge device, would fit in Subject Premises-3, 
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b. As described above, at the time Cohen moved to Subject Premises-4, he was also 

in.hemidstofongoi„gnegotia.ionswithSteriingtega..dmgthetefmanci^^ 

For example, on January 30,2018, Cohen had a lengthy phone call with Sterling Employee-3 about 
his fmanees and the proposed restructuring, and on February 1. 2018, Cohen sent an enmll to 
Sterling Employee-3 claiming that he did not have more thus SI .25 million in cash. See snpm fl 
16(u). Urns, there is probable cause that Cohen took at least some documents and evidence relating 

to his ongoingnegotiarions with Sterling witblrim to SubiectPremises-4,in order to refmence and 

consult them in connection 

c. As described above. Cohen used at least one Apple iPhone, an Apple iPad Mint, 
and a MaeBook Pro te acuess his iCloud account, and these electronic devices linked to Cohen’s 
iCloud account were used at Subject Premises-1 - Cohens’ permanent residence - to. place 

telephonecallsa„dbackupf.lcstoCohen’siCl„udaccount.ScesnFrnfl47(i).AldroughCohen’s 

stay at Subject Premises4 is temporary, based on my training and experienee I know that 
individuals who travel or stay in hotels for short-term periods commonly bring porteble electronic 
devices widr them, such as cellular phones, tablets, or laptops. Aecordingly, there is probable 
cause to believe that Subject Premises-4, where Cohen currently appems to be residing, contains 
electronic devices, including Subject Device-l. Subject Devlce-2, and/or certain Apple products. 
4at for the reasons discussed herein are Idtely to contain evidence of the Subject Offenses. 

d. Monxrver. as set forth above, based on cellphone location information 1 know that 
subject Device-1 and Subject Device-2 wore hr the vicinity of Subject Premises-4 as r^ently as 
this morning (April 8. 2018). As set forth above, there is probable cause to beUeve ftat Cohen 
used the subject Devices in furtherance of the Subject Offenses, ure.uding to commrmicate wld. 
Sterling employees regarding the mettellion transaction, with First Republic employees regarding 
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the Essential Consultants Account, with his accountant regai-ding his finances, and with 
individuals, such as Davidson, Howard and Pecker, involved in the $130,000 paymentto Clifford. 

52. Although Cohen appears to be residing cuiTcntly in Subject Premises-4, it is 
nnloiown whether Cohen will be physically present within Subject Premises-4 at the moment the 
warrantsoughtherein are executed. If Cohen is within Subject Premises-4 atthatmoment, Subject 
Device-1 and Subject Device-2 - his cellphones - will likely also be within Subject Premises-4. 
If Cohen is not within Subject Premises-4 at that moment, the devices will likely be on his person, 

wherever he is located (which^based on location data_for_SubjecLD_ewceHA^^ 

as i-ecently as today, is likely to be in the Southern District of New York). As such, Ihis warrant 
seelcs sepai-ate authority to seize Subject Device-1 and Subject Device-2, in the event that drose 
devices ai-enot located within Subject Premises-4 (or another Subject Premises) atdre moment the 

warrants sought herein are executed. 

D. Probable Cause Justifying Search of ESI 

53. Based on the foregoing, there is probable cause to believe that Subject Premises-1, 

Subject Premises-2 and Subject Premises-4 contain electronic devices that are likely to contam 
evidence, fi-uits, and instiumentalities of the Subject Offenses (and, as set forth above, that Subject 
Device-1 and Subject Device-2 ai-e themselves electronic devices that are lilcely to contam 
evidence of the Subject Offenses). Specifically, based on my review of information produced 
pui-suant to the Cohen Email Wairants, the iCloud Wairant, and subpoenas, as well as pen register 
data, I submit that there is probable cause that Subject Premises-1 contains an Apple iPad Mini, a 
MacBook Pro, and has, at various times, contained Apple cellphones; similarly, there is probable 
cause that Subject Premises-2 contains a computer and has, at various times, contained Apple 
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cellphones. These devices are likely to inctade evidence, flnta, and inshnmentalMes of the 

Subject Offenses for the following reasons: 

a. As described throughout this affidavit, Cohen used email to send and leceive 

commmtlcatlons related to the Subject Offenses. In particular, Cohen used emaU to send and 

receive conununieattonswidtSterling,FirstRepublic.Oetzel, the entides to 

consulting services, Davidson, and Howard, among others. While some of these cmarls have 
already been obtained via subpoenas and search warrants, I know fi-om my tiaining and exp 

-tharlndlvidualtrean-and-do^ ° - 

those emaas on then- hard drives. I also Itnow that individuals often have multiple emaU accounts, 
some of which may not be known to law enforcement, and as a result electronic devices can be a 
rmlqne repository of all emails relevant to certain Subject Offenses. Indeed, from my involvement 
in this investigation. I know that Cohen had an email account with the Trump Organlxation, but 
the DSAO and FBI have not been able to obtain the contents of that account to date. Thus, emails 
relevant to the Subject Offenses are lilcely stored on electronic devices in Subject Premises-1. 

Subject Premises-2 and/or Subject Premises-4. 

b. Additionally, SubjectPremises-1, Subject Premise-2 and Subject Pl-emises-4 likely 

eomain elechonie copies of documents relevant to the Subj ect Offenses. Indeed, I know from my 

training and experience that individuals often retain copies of important documents on their 
eomputeia or other electronic devices capable of storing information, including cellphones (such 
as fte Subject Devices) and tablets. Here, there are a number of documents that Cohen has likely 
retained that will be relevant to the Subject Offenses. For example, elechenic devices may include 
documentation of Cohen’s true net worth, a listing of his assets, an accounting of his avaUable 
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cash, consulting agr^ments with tod parties, and docunrentation of his payment to Cliflord. 

among other evidence of the Subject Offenses. 

0 . Third, I know fom my review of emails obtained pursuant to the Cohen Email 

Wattunto that Cohen sent up online banking with First Republic. Based on my training and 

experience. I know that individuals who set up online banking often mceive electronic notices 

concerning financial hansactlons and, on occasion, save records of dtelr financial toansactlor. to 

tlrelr devices. Accordingly, there is probable cause to believe that Cohen’s electronic devices 

did not disclose to Sterling or Melrose. 

d. Fourth, from my review of records produced by Apple, I Imow that Cob 
communicates using text message as well as encrypted communications applications. These 
applications that Cohen has do«loaded onto a phone Include, but are not limitod to, WhatoApp, 
Signal, and Oust. I know from my review of toll records and text messages that, in particular. 
Cohen communicated with Pecker using these encrypted appHcations. Accordingly, there is 
probable cause to believe that Cohen’s cellphones - the Subject Devices - will contain encrypted 
.....ages that are not otheiwise accessible relating to the Subject Offenses. 

■ 54 , Based on my training and experience, I Imow that individuals who engage in 
financial crimes commonly use computoix to communicate with co-consphatom, keep fhmncial 
ledgers, and retain fraudulent documents. As a result, they often store data on their computers 
related to their illegal activity, which can include logs of online or cellphone-based -chato” with 
co-conspirators; email correspondence; contact information of co-conspiratom. including 
telephone numbers, email addresses, and Identifiers for instant messaging and social medial 
accounts; bank account numbers; and/or records of uses of funds. 
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55. Based on my training and experience, I also Imow that, where computers are used 
in furtherance of criminal activity, evidence of the criminal activity can oflen be found months or 

even years after it occurred. This is typicaiiy true because; 

. ElecU-ooic files can be stored on a hard drive for years at little ™ ™ 

tove little incentive to delete data that may be useful to consult m the fulur . 

. Even when a user does choose to delete data, the ^eTeS” ™ Xme 

^m%r. kinhlarl^ M 

piges. Thim. the abUity ^ liter’s 

• In the event that a user changes ^ 

a" rrs" rr-^such as drmnb dfives, fia. 
memoiy cards, CD-ROMs, or poitable hard drives. 

56. Based on the foregoing. I respectfully submit there is probable cause to believe that 
Cohen engaged in the Subject Offenses, and that evidence of «s criminal activity is Itoly to be 
found in fite Subject Premises, on computers and electronic media found in the Subject Premises, 
and on the Subject Devices. In particular, there is probable cause to believe that the Subject 
Pmmises mtd Subject Devices will contain evidence, fiuits, and insUumentalWes ofviolattons of 
fire Subject Offenses, as more fully described in Section B of Attachments A, B. C, D. E and F to 

the proposed waiTants, including the following: 

a. Evidence necessary to establish tire occupancy or ownership of the Subject 

Premises, including without limitation, utility and telephone bills, mall envelopes, addressed 
correspondenee. bank statements, identification documents, and keys. 

b. Evidence relating to Sterling, Melrose, and/or taxi medallions. 
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c. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement for Cohen and/oi entities 
associated with him to trmrfe, any interest in taxi medallions, and any associated debts or 


liabilities, to others, including t(| 


land/or entities associated with him. 


d. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement to modily loans that Cohen has 
with Sterling and/or Melrose. 

e. Evidence relating to Essential Consultants. LLC. including any documente that 
indicate the natme and purpose of payments made to or horn Essentia, Consultants or the nahire 

work done by Cohen or an yothltrindlviduals in conneetion^ithEs^^^ - 

t. Evidence of income to Michael D, Cohen & Associates, including any documents 
that indicate die nature and puipose of payments made to or fi-om Michael D. Olhen & Associates, 
or evidence ofthe purpose of accounts opened te toe name of Michael D. Cohen & Associates. 

g. Evidence relating to Cohen’s net wolto, available cash and cash equivalent, 
monthly and annual income, income sources, and other asset, whetoer held personally or through 

entities, including tex returns, personal financial statements, and bank records. 

h. Evidence relating to agreements, lotei^n^or financial transactions between 

Cohen and^^^^Bixl any payments by^^H Cohen. 


_lind any payments b> 

i. Evidence relating to payments to Stephanie Clifford, Karen MoDougal, or their 
agents or legal representetives. including any nondisclosure agreement and related document. 

and any communications related to such agreements. 

J. Evidence of communications involving Michael Cohen. Donald Trump and/or 

agent or associates of toe Trump Campaign about Stephanie Clifford or ICaren McDougal. or 
payments to Stephanie Clifford or Kai-en McDougal. 
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Ic. Evidence of communications 
David Pecker, and/or Dylan Howard about 


involving Michael Cohen, American Media, Inc., 
Donald Trump, the Trump Campaign, Stephanie 


Clifford, and/or Karen McDougal. 

l. Evidence relating to Cohen's role in the Trump Campaign, and coordination or 

consultation with the Trump Campaign, 

m. Evidenee of communications with Donald Tramp and/or agents or associates of the 
Trump Campaign about the Access mlycooi tape and other potendal sour^ of negative 

pubUoity involving Truthp’Trclafionshlp-intheTunupTo- - 

n. Evidenee relating to any reimbursement or other promises made to Cohen for 

payment to Clifford or others in connection with the election. 

o. Evidence relating to Cohen’s loiowledge of the eampaign finance laws, campaign 

conhibution reporting requirements, and campaign contribution limits. 

p. Communications with others, including Jeffrey Geteel and/or other accountants, 

relating to Cohen’s bank accounts, taxes, debts, and/or fmanees; 

q. Communications, records, documents, and other files reflecting false 

rcprcscntattons to a financial institution related to the intended pmpos. of an account or loan at 


that financial institution; the nature of any business or entity associated with an account at a 
fimmeial institution; the source of funds flowing into an account; or the puipos. or nature of any 
financial transactions involving that financial institution; 

r. EvidencotCohen'sintentasitrelatestotheSubjectOffensesunderinvestigation. 


in. Procedures for Searching ESI 
A. Execution of Warrant for ESI 

57. Federal Rule of Criminal Proeedm'e 41(e)(2)CB) provides 


for and seize property “may 


authorize the seizure of eleetronic stoiage 
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copying of ole^-onicaUy s^red into.ma.ion . .. to. late, review" Co„s..en. widr Me 41. dris 
application requests authorization to seize any computer devices and storage media and tiansport 

diemtoanappropriateiawenforcementtaciii^forreview.msistypicailynecess^ 

of reasons: 

. Pirsh die volume of data on " 

for law enforcement personnel to review in its emiieiy a 

. Second, because compute, dam is particularly -ntw 

—s;.:urrr=:^" 

. Thud, there are so many ^pes of compute, hardwme "" 
underlying computer data* 

. Fourdr, many factors can complicate "^VrpS* 

device, including the mci easing y co conceal data on the computer, which 

features or configurations designe o p ^ personnel to detect and resolve, 

often take considerable time and resources foi forensic peisonn 

58. As discussed herein. Squire Patton Boggs is a flmctiouiug law fimi that conducts 

legltim^husincssumelatcdto Cohen's commission ofthe Subject Offenses. Subject Premlses- 

2 is an office locamd inside of Squire Pahon Boggs's New York office. In order m execute die 
„t h. dre most reasonable fashion, law enforcement petsomre. wiQ a«.mpt to invesdgate on 

diesceneofwhatcompurers or smragemedla, if any.mustbeseizedor copied, mrdwha,computers 

or storage media need no, be seized or copied. Law enforcement personnel will speak widr Squire 
Pahon Boggs personnel on dte scene as may be appropriate to detetmine which files ami elecdonic 
devices wlddn Subject Premises-2 belong to or were used by Cohen. While, based on .he 
foregoing. It does no. appc„ drat Cohen shared elecdonic devices or a server widr Squire Padon 
Boggs, where apprepriate, law enforcement personnel will copy data, radrer than physically sc^ 
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C„„pu«s. .0 reduce dre extent of any disruption of S,uire Patton Boggs's operations. If. after 
inspeettag dte sei^ ^ntp^erx off-site. i, is deterntdred dtat some or ali of dris e,nipment is no 
longer necessary to relieve and preserve the evidence, the Oovermnen. will return it. 

59. Additionally, because Cohen is an attorney, and claims h, serve as a personal 

aftomey for Trnmp.thereview of evidence selxedfromtheSubjectPremises and SubjectD^ 

will l^eonduetedpm-suantmestabiished screening procedures to ensure dratthe law enforeement 

personnel involved in the investigadon, including attorneys for the Government, collect evidence 
^a^nrSTreasonai^deBi^^ 

appropriate,drepro^ures will include use ofadesignated'‘fdterteam,''separ^ 

die invesdgative team, in order to review potentially privileged communications and demrmrne 
which communications to release to the investigation and prosecution team. 

B. Accessing ESI on the Subject Devices 

60. As described above, the Subject Devices are both Apple brand devices, 

61 . I know from my dalnlng and experience, as well as iiom information found in ' 
publicly available mamrials including those published by Apple, that some models of Apple 
devices such as iPhones and iPads offer dreir users the ability to unlock die device via dte use of a 
fingerprint or thumbprint (collecdvely, “fingerprint”) in lieu of a numerrc or alphanumerro 

passeodeorpassword.Thisfeamre is calledTouchro.Ialsolmowdratthe Apple iPhoneXoff^ 

its users dre ability to unlock the device via the use of facial recognition (ttaough infrared and 
visible lyrt scans) in lieu of a numeric or alph^umeric passcode or password. This feahn-e is 

called Face ID. 

62. If a user enables Touch ID on a given Apple device, he or she can register up to 5 
fingerprints that can be used to unlock drat device. The user can then use any of dre registered 
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flagevp,in«tounlock*edevicebyp.essmgth.«leva„.fm8erW 

whiah is foand in .hennnnd button (often rfen-ed to as tbe “honte” button) found at the bottom 
eenter of the tout of the deviee. If a user enables Face ID on a given Apple device, he or she can 
unlock the device by raising the iPhone to his or her face, or tapping the screen. In my tia 

andexperience.usem of Apple devices thatofferTouchIDorF.ee ID often enable it because itis 

considered to be a more convenient way to unloclc the deviee ttr. by entering a numeric or 

alphanumeric p^scodeorpassword. as well asamore secure waymp.o.ectthedevice.scontentt^ 

- 63. Irrsome -^ rg c-FSTToirclflDwFace-IB-cannot-be^^^^ 

has either security feature enabled, and a passcode or password must be used Inste^l. These 
clroumsmnees include: (!) when dre deviee has jus. been mrned on or restarmd; (2) when more 
tan 48 hours has passed since the last time the device was unlocWl (3) when ta passcode or 

password has not been entered in the lastbdays. and thedevice has not been unlocked viaTouch 

ro in ttre l^t 8 hours or the deviee has not been unlocked via Face ID in the last 4 hours: (4) dr. 

devicehasr.ceivedaremoteloekcommtmd;or(5)f.vennsuccessftlatmmptttounlo* 

via Touch ID or Face ID ai'e made. 

64. The passcodes or passwords that would unlock the Subject Devices are not known 
to law enfor^ment. Thus, it wdl likely be necessary to press the Angers of the user of the Subject 

Devicesmd.edevioes-Touch ID sensor, or hold due Subject Devices in ftontoftheusefsfac. to 

acdvattt the Face ID sensor, in an attempt to unlock dre device for the purpose of executing dre 
search authorized by dris warrant Attemptirrg to unlock dre relevant Apple devices via Touch 
, with dre use of ta fingerprints of ta user, or via Face ID by holding the device in fiont of the 
user-s face, is necessaty because the government may not odrerwise be able to access the data 

contained ondrosedevicesfor the purpose of executmgthesearchauthorlzedby dris 
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65 Based on these facts and my training and experience, it is likely that Cohen is the 

us.,oftheSubje^Devices.andtas.ha.hisfrf.s-among*ose«areab.e^ 

.,eSubiec.DeviceaviaTouchroorMs(aceisaMeto^Ioc.c.heSubjectDevloeav«aceID. 

66 Although I do not know which of a given user's 10 fingerprints is capable of 

u„.ockingapa.fic„^device.basedon.,trahtingandenpcrienceIknowtha.iti3 — 

user to unlock a Touch ID-enabled Apple device via the fingerprints on thumbs or mdex fing 
the event that law etrfomement is unable to unlock the Subject Devices as described above 

-^^fee-aiemp-.?^ 
entry of a password or passcode before it can be unlocked. 

67 I also know from my training and experience, and my review of publicly aval 

nmteidalspublishedbyApplethatApplebranddevices.such.stheSubiectDcvices.have 

« allows a user to erase the contents of die device remotely. By logging into the Intrs^mt. the 
user or any other individual who possesses the user's account Information cmi take steps to 

completelywipetheconten«of.hedevice.dierebydesUoyingevidenceofcrimlndconduchata^ 

Wi4 any other information on the device. The oidy means to prevent dus action is to disable the 

device's abiU^ to connect to the Internet immediately upon seizute. which r^uires eldier access 

to the device itself to alter the settings, or the use of specialized equipment that is not con 

available to law enforcement agents at every arrest. 

68 Due to the foregoing. I request that the Court authorize law enforcement to press 

hiefingeix (mcludingthumbs) of Cohento the TouehID seizors die SubjeetDevices. or 

subject Devices hi fiont of Cohen's face, for the pu^ose of adempting to unlock die Subject 

Devices viaTouchIDorTace ID in orderto search the contents as authorizedhydiis warrant. 
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C. Review of ESI 

69. FoUowtog seizure of any computer deeices and storage media and/or ttie creation 
of forensic image copies, law enforcement personnel (including, in addiUon to law cnforeement 
offreern and agents, and depending on the nature of the ESI and the shrhrs of the investigation and 
related proceedings, attorneys for the government, attorney support staff, agency personnel 
assisting the government in this investigation, and outside technical experts under government 
control) wUI review the ESI contained theteln for information lesponsive to the warrant. 

-= 70 —lireonducting-this-revieWrlaw-enfoteementpeiMmeLmay^^^ 

to determine which fries or other ESI contain evidence or fruits of the Subject Offenses. Such 

techniques may includej for example. 

believed to contain pertinent files); 

^natoof each document in a file cabinet m detenume rts relevance); 

. “scanning” storage areas to discover and possibly recover recently deleted data or 
deliberately hidden files; and 

■ 'd^toSSeteSclrSdlp^^^^ 

the investigation^''; and 

• reviewing metadata, system information, configuration files, registry data, and any 
XlZ-Con reding how. when, and by whom the computer was used. 


’i Keyword searches alone are typically rnadequ^e to md videos, do 

keyword searches work only S'®* data thae may be information properly 

contain the keywords being searched. 
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71. Law enforcement personnel will make reasonable efforts to resttict their search to 
data falling within the categories of evidence specified in the warrant. Depending on the 

circumstances, however,law enforcementpersonnelmay need to conductacomplete review of all 


die ESI from seised devices or stomge media to evaluate its contents and to locate all data 

responsive to the warrant. 

D. Return of ESI 

72. If the Government determines that the electronic devices are no longer necessary 
to retrieve and preseive the data, andWdSviddslhyrmsel^^^ 

Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 41 (c), the Government will lehrm these hems, upon request. 
Computer data tat is encrypted or unreadable will not be returned unless law enforcement 
personnel have detemnned tat the data is not (i) an instrumentality of the offense, (ii) a fruit of 
the criminal acttvity, (lii) contraband, (iv) otherwise unlawfully possessed, or (v) evidence of the 


Subject Offenses. 
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IV. Conclusion and Ancillary Provisions 

73. Based on die foregoing, I respectfully request the court to issue a warrant to seize 
the items and information speeifled in Attachments A, B, C, D, E and F to this affidavit and to the 
Search and Seizure Warrants. 

74. In light of the confidential nature of the continuing investigation, I respectfully 
request that this affidavit and all papers submitted herewith be maintained under seal until the 
Court orders olheiwise. 



Special Agent 
FBI 


Sworn to before me on 
8th day of April, 2018 

Icf Py _ 

HON. HENRY B. PITMAN 

UNITED STATES MAGISIHATE JUDGE 
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AO 93 (SONY Rev. 05/10) Search and Seizure Warrant 


United States District Court 

• for the 

Southern District of New York 


In the Matter of the Search of ) 

(Briefly describe the property to be searched ) ^ 

or identify the person by name and address) ) Case No. 

Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, Room 1728, ^ 

New York, New York 10065, and any closed 
containers/items contained therein, See Attachment D ^ 

_ ATSm SETZIII^^ 


To: ■ Any authorized law enforcement officer 


~~~“7Sn^li^onT3yXfe(i^ IW^oTcemefflOfffca-ouan-attomey for tlie govei^^ 
ofthe following person or property located in the Southern District of - New York - 


fidentiiv the verson or describe the property to be searched and give its location), , i a • /'i. ^ 

Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, Room 1728, New York, New York 10065, and any closed containers/items 
contained therein, See Attachment D 


The person or property to be searched, described above, is believed to conceal (identify the person or describe the 

property to be seized)": 


See Attachment D 


property. 


: find that the affidavit(s), or any recorded testimony, establish probable cause to search and seize the person or 

d->A-lS _ 


YOU ARE COMMA3SIDED to execute this waitant on or before ^_ 

(not to exceed 14 days) 

gf in the daytime 6:00 a.m. to 10 p.m. □ at any time in the day or night as I find reasonable cause has been 

estabhshed. 


Unless delayed notice is authorized below, you must give a copy of the warrant and a receipt for the properly , 
taken to the person from whom, or from whose premises, the property was taken, or leave the copy and receipt at the 
place where the property was taken. 

The officer executing this warrant, or an officer present dm'ing the execution of the Warrant, must prepare an 
inventory as required by law and promptly return this warrant and inventory to the Clerk of the Court. 

Unon its retmn, this warrant and inventory should he filed under seal by the Clerk of the Coirrt.-- 

- - -—--^- USMJlnitiah 


O I find that immediate notification may have an adverse result listed in 18 U.S.C. § 2705 (except for delay 
of trial), and authorize the officer executing this warrant to delay notice to the person who, or whose property, will be 

searched or seized (check the appropriate box) Ofor _days (not to exceed 30). 

□until, the facts justifyiirg, the later specific date of __ 

Date and time issued: M r%Cy-- 

^ V / Judge s signature 


City and state: Now York. NY 


Hon. Henry B. Pitman. U.S. Magistrate Judge 

Printed name and title 
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AO 93 ('Rev. 01/09) Search and Seizure Warrant (Page 2) 



Return 


Case No.: 

Date and time warrant executed: 

Copy of warrant and inventory left with: 

Inventoiy made in the presence of: 


Inventory of die property taken and name of any person(s) seized: 



■ ■ Certification _____—- 

I declare under penalty of peijury that this inventory is correct and was returned along with the original warrant 
to the Court. 


Executing officer's signature 


Printed name and tide 
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ATTACHMENT D 

I, Premises to be Searched—Subject Premises-4 

The premises to be searched (“Subject Premises-A’) are described as follows, and include 
electronic devices, and all locked and closed containers found therein; 

Room 1728 located inside the Loews Regency Hotel at 540 PMc Avenue, New York, New 
York 10065. The building is a luxury hotel located on Park Avenue and 61st Street. Subject 
Premises-4 is located on the 17th floor of the hotel. 


H—ItemsTo-Be-Seized 


A. Evidence, Emits, and Instrum entalities of the Sub j ect Offenses 

The items to be seized Rom Subject Premises-4 are evidence, fruits, and instrumentalities 
of violations of 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 (conspiracy, as it pertains to the other Subject Offenses), 1005 
(false banlc entries),' 1014 (false statements to a financial institution), 1343 (wire fraud), and 1344 
(banlc fraud), and 52 U.S.C. §§ 30116(a)(1)(A) and 30109(d)(l)(A)(l) (illegal campaign 
contributions) (the “Subject Offenses”), described as follows: 

' a. Evidence relating to Sterling National Bank, Melrose Credit Union, and/or taxi 

medallions, finm January 1,2013 to the present. 


b. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement for Michael Cohen and/or 
entities associated with him to transfem^nto^ in taxi medallions, and any associated debts 'or 
liabilities, to others, including tc^Ujmand/or entities associated with him. 

c. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement to modify loans that Cohen has 
with Sterling and/or Melrose. 


d. Evidence relating to Essential Consultants, LLC, including any documents that 
indicate the nature and purpose of payments made to or from Essential Consultants or the natore 
of any work done by Cohen or any other individuals in connection with Essential Consultants. 


e. Evidence of income to Michael D. Cohen & Associates, including any documents 
that iufbcatft the nature and purpose of payments made to or from Michael D. Cohen & Associates, 
or evidence of the purpose of accounts opened in the name of Michael D. Cohen & Associates. 


f. Evidence relating to Cohen’s net worth, available cash and cash equivalents, 
monthly and annual income, income sources, and other assets, whether held personally or through 
entities, including tax returns, personal financial statements, and bank records, from January 1, 
2013 to the present. 


Cohen andl 


^uidgnc^jetojn^^^^ereements, loans, and/or financial 
^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^and/or entities controlled 
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and any payments by 

JL^ /LiyjX-^ L-VJ LAJL*-/ 

h. Evidence relating to payments to Stephame Clifford, Karen McDougal, or their 
agents or legal representatives, including any nondisclosure agreements and related documents, 
and any communications related to such agi'eements. 

i. Evidence of communications involving Michael Cohen, Donald Trurnp and/or 
agents or associates of the Trump Campaign about Stephanie Clifford or Kai'en McDougal, or 
payments to Stephanie Chfford or Karen McDougal. 

Evidence of communications between Michael Cohen and ./^ericm Media, Inc., 
David Pecker, and/or Dylan Howai'd about Donald Tramp, the Trump Campaign, Stephanie 
Clifford, and/or K aren McDougal _ _ ___ 

Ic. Evidence relating to Cohen’s role in the Trump Campaign, and coordination or 
consultation with the Trump Campaign, 

l. Evidence of communications with Donald Trump and/or agents or associates of the 
Trump Campaign about the Access Hollywood tape and other potential sources of negative 
publicity involving Tramp’s relationship in the run up to the election. 

m. Evidence relating to any reimbursement or other promises made to Cohen for 
payment to Chfford or others in connection with the election. 

n. Evidence relating to Cohen’s knowledge of the campaign finance laws, campaign 
contrihution reporting requirements, and campaign contribution limits. 

o. Communications with others, including Jeffrey Getzel and/or other accountants, 
relating to Cohen’s bank accounts, taxes, debts, and/or finances, from January 1, 2013 to the 
present. 

p. Communications, records, documents, and other files reflecting false 
representations to a financial institution related to the intended pmpose of an accomit or loan at 
that financial institution; the nature of any business or entity associated with an account at a 
financial institution; the source of funds flowing into an account; or the purpose or nature of any 
fiTiflTip.ia1 transactions involving that financial institution, from January 1,2013 to the present. 

q. Evidence of Cohen’s intent as it relates to the Subject Offenses under investigation. 

B. Search and Seizure of Electronically Stored Information 

The items to he seized from Subject Premises-4 also include any computer devices and 
storage media that may contain any electronically stored information falling within the categoiies 
set forth in Section r[.A of this Attachment above, including, but not limited to, a MacBook Pro, 
any other desktop and laptop computers, any Apple iPhone or other ceUphone or smartphone 
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belonging to Michael Cohen or in his possession, an Apple iPad Mini, portable hard drives, disk 
drives, thumb drives, and personal digital assistants. In lien of seizing any such computer devices 
or storage media, this warrant also authorizes the copying of such devices or media for later review. 


The items to be seized fi:om Subject Premises-4 also include: 

1. Any items or records needed to access the data stored on any seized or copied 
computer devices or storage media;, including but not limited to any physical keys, encryption 
devices, or records of login credentials, passwords, private encryption keys, or similar mfoitnation. 

2. Any items or records that may facilitate a forensic examination of the computer 
devices~oiF^orage“media 5 “including^ny"“hardware-or“SOftware-manuals-oi—othejr-information 
concerning the configuration of the seized or copied computer devices or storage media. 

-^3-.--Any-evideneeeoneerning-the-identities or locations oTthose persons-with access-to,_ 

control over, or ownership of the seized or copied computer devices or storage media. 

C. Review of ESI 

Following seizure of any computer devices and storage media and/or the creation of 
forensic image copies, law enforcement personnel (which may include, in addition to law 
enforcement officers and agents, attorneys for the government, attorney support staff, agency 
personnel a ssisting the government in this investigation, and outside technical experts under 
government control) are authorized to review the ESI contained tfaerem for information responsive 
to the warrant. 

hr conducting this review, law enforcement personnel may use various technicjues to locate 
information responsive to the warrant, including, for example; 

• smveying various file “directories” and the individual files they contain (analogous to 
looking atthe outside of a file cabinet for the markings it contains and opening a drawer 
believed to contain pertinent files); 

• opening or cursorily reading the first few “pages” of such files in order to determine 
then' precise contents; 

• scanning storage areas to discover and possibly recover recently deleted files or 
deliberately hidden files; 

to the subject matter of the investigation; and 

• reviewing metadata, system information, configuration files, registry data, and any 
other information reflecting how, when, and by whom the computer was used. 
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Law enforcement personnel will make reasonable efforts to searoli only for files, 
documents, or other electronically stored information within the categories identified in Sections 
II.A and n.B of this Attachment, However, law enforcement personnel are authorized to conduct 
a complete mview of all the ESI fi-oin seized devices or storage media if necessary to evaluate its 
contents and to locate all data responsive to the warrant. 

Additionally, review of the items described in this Attachment shall be conducted pursuant to 
established procedures designed to collect evidence in a manner reasonably designed to protect 
any attorney-client or other applicable privilege. When appropriate, the procedures shall include 
use of a designated “filter team,” separate and apart from the investigative team, in order to 
-address-potentiakprivileges,-^-=—=—-^^ 
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rV. Conclusion and Ancillary Provisions 

73. Based on the foregoing, I respectfully request the court to issue a warrant to seize 
the items and information specified in Attachments A, B, C, D, E andp to this affidavit and to the 
Search and Seizure Warrants. 

74. In light of the confidential nature of tire continuing investigation, I respectfully 
request that this affidavit and all papers submitted herewith be maintained under seal until the 
Court orders otherwise. 



Special Agent 


FBI 


Sworn to before me on 


8th day of April, 2018 f/ h ^ 



STAtES htAGiISTR.4TE lUDGE 
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United States District Court 

for the 

Southern District of New York 

In the Matter of the Search of 
(Briefly describe the property to be searched 
or identify the person by name and address) 

Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, Room 1628, 

New York, New York 10065, and any closed 
containers/items contained therein, See Attachment A 

SEARCH AND SEIZURE WARRANT 


Case No 


18 MAG 2 96 8 


To: Any authorized law enforcement officer 


An application by a federal law enforcement officer or an attorney for the government requests the search 
of the following person or property located in the _ Southern District of _ New York _ 

(identify the person or describe the property to be searched and give its location): 

Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, Room 1628 (a suite encompassing rooms 1628, 1629, and 1630) 
(collectively, “Room 1628”), New York, New York 10065, and any closed containers/items contained therein, See 
Attachment A 

The person or property to be searched, described above, is believed to conceal (identify the person or describe the 
property to be seized): 


See Attachment A V ^ 

I find that the affidavit(s), or any recorded testimony, establish probable cause to search and seize the person or 
property. ; 

YOU ARE COMMANDED to execute this warrant on or before ^ ^ ' ; ; ; 

(not to exceed 14 days) 

Sf in the daytime 6:00 a.m. to 10 p.m. □ at any time in the day or night as I find reasonable cause has been 

established. . : ^ 

Unless delayed notice is authorized below, you must give a copy of the warrant and a receipt for the property 
taken to the person from whom, or from whose premises, the property was taken, or leave the copy and receipt at the 
place where the property was taken. 


The officer executing this warrant, or an officer present during the execution of the warrant, must prepare an 
inventory as required by law and promptly return this warrant and inventory to the Clerk of the Court. 

□ Upon its return, this warrant and inventory should be filed under seal by the Clerk of the Court, , _ ^ _ 

xUBMJ Initials 


□ I find that immediate notification may have an adverse result listed in 18 U.S.C. § 2705 (except for delay 
of trial), and authorize the officer executing this warrant to delay notice to the person who, or whdse property, will be 
SQdXchQd ox SQIZqA (check the appropriate box) Gfor days (not to exceed30), ' V 

□until, the facts justifying, the later specific date ipf ; : 


Date and time issued: / ( 

City and state; New York. NY 


z. 






Judge *Vsigndtur^ 

Hon. Henry B. Pitman. U.S. Magistrate Judge 


Printed name and title 
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AO 93 (Rev, 01/09) Search and Seizure Warrant (Page 2) 



Return 


Case No.: 

Date and time warrant executed: 

Copy of warrant and inventory left with: 

Inventory made in the presence of: 


Inventory of the property taken and name of any person(s) seized: 



Certification 

I declare under penalty of perjury that this inventory is correct and was returned along with the original warrant 
to the Court. 


Date: _ __ 

Executing officer *s signature 


Printed name and title 
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ATTACHMENT A 

I. Premises to be Searched—Subject Premises-4 

The premises to be searched (“Subject Premises-4”) are described as follows, and include 
electronic devices, and all locked and closed containers found therein: 

Room 1628 (a suite encompassing rooms 1628, 1629, and 1630) (collectively, “Room 
1628”), located inside the Loews Regency Hotel at 540 Park Avenue, New York, New York 
10065. The building is a luxury hotel located on Park Avenue and 61st Street. Subject Premises- 
4 is located on the 16th floor of the hotel. 

n. Items to Be Seized 


A. Evidence, Fruits, and Instrumentalities of the Subject Offenses 

The items to be seized from Subject Premises-4 are evidence, fruits, and instrumentalities 
of violations of 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 (conspiracy, as it pertains to the other Subject Offenses), 1005 
(false bank entries), 1014 (false statements to a financial institution), 1343 (wire fraud), and 1344 
(bank fraud), and 52 U.S.C. §§ 30116(a)(1)(A) and 30109(d)(l)(A)(l) (illegal campaign 
contributions) (the “Subject Offenses”), described as follows: 

a. Evidence relating to Sterling National Bank, Melrose Credit Union, and/or taxi 
medallions, from January 1, 2013 to the present. 

b. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement for Michael Cohen and/or 
entities associated with him to transfe^n^ntere^ in taxi medallions, and any associated debts or 
liabilities, to others, including to^^^^^^^^^and/or entities associated with him. 

c. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement to modify loans that Cohen has 
with Sterling and/or Melrose. 

d. Evidence relating to Essential Consultants, EEC, including any documents that 
indicate the nature and purpose of payments made to or from Essential Consultants or the nature 
of any work done by Cohen or any other individuals in connection with Essential Consultants. 

e. Evidence of income to Michael D. Cohen & Associates, including any documents 
that indicate the nature ^d purpose of payments made to or from Michael D. Cohen & Associates, 
or evidence of the purpose of accounts opened in the name of Michael D. Cohen & Associates. 

f. Evidence relating to Cohen’s net worth, available cash and cash equivalents, 
monthly and annual income, income sources, and other assets, whether held personally or through 
entities, including tax returns, personal financial statements, and bank records, from January 1, 
2013 to the present. 

g. Evidence relating to agreements, loans, and/or financial transactions between 

Cohen and and/or by 
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and any by 

1, 2012 to the present. 

h. Evidence relating to payments to Stephanie Clifford, Karen McDougal, or their 
agents or legal representatives, including any nondisclosure agreements and related documents, 
and any communications related to such agreements. 

i. Evidence of communications involving Michael Cohen, Donald Trump and/or 
agents or associates of the Trump Campaign about Stephanie Clifford or Karen McDougal, or 
payments to Stephanie Clifford or Karen McDougal. 

j. Evidence of communications between Michael Cohen and American Media, Inc., 
T)avidJPecker,^and/DJLDylan„Ho_ward _about_D_onaldJrrump,.The_ Trump—Campaign, Stephanio. 
Clifford, and/or Karen McDougal. 

k. Evidence relating to Cohen’s role in the Trump Campaign, and coordination or 
consultation with the Trump Campaign. 

l. Evidence of communications with Donald Trump and/or agents or associates of the 
Trump Campaign about the Access Hollywood tape and other potential sources of negative 
publicity involving Trump’s relationship in the run up to the election. 

m. Evidence relating to any reimbursement or other promises made to Cohen for 
pa)nnent to Clifford or others in connection with the election. 

n. Evidence relating to Cohen’s knowledge of the campaign finance laws, campaign 
contribution reporting requirements, and campaign contribution limits. 

o. Communications with others, including Jeffrey Getzel and/or other accountants, 
relating to Cohen’s bank accounts, taxes, debts, and/or finances, from January 1, 2013 to the 
present. 


Ito Cohen, from January 


p. Communications, records, documents, and other files reflecting false 
representations to a financial institution related to the intended purpose of an account or loan at 
that financial institution; the nature of any business or entity associated with an account at a 
financial institution; the source of funds flowing into an account; or the purpose or nature of any 
financial transactions involving that financial institution, from January 1, 2013 to the present. 

q. Evidence of Cohen’s intent as it relates to the Subject Offenses under investigation. 

B. Search and Seizure of Electronically Stored Information 

The items to be seized from Subject Premises-4 also include any computer devices and 
storage media that may contain any electronically stored information falling within the categories 
set forth in Section n.A of this Attachment above, including, but not limited to, a MacBook Pro, 
any other desktop and laptop computers, any Apple iPhone or other cellphone or smartphone 
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belonging to Michael Cohen or in his possession, an Apple iPad Mini, portable hard drives, disk 
drives, thumb drives, and personal digital assistants. In lieu of seizing any such computer devices 
or storage media, this warrant also authorizes the copying of such devices or media for later review. 

The items to be seized from Subject Premises-4 also include: 

1. Any items or records needed to access the data stored on any seized or copied 
computer devices or storage media, including but not limited to any physical keys, encryption 
devices, or records of login credentials, passwords, private encryption keys, or similar information. 

2. Any items or records that may facilitate a forensic examination of the computer 
devices or storage media, including any hardware or software manuals or other information 
concerning the configuration of the seized or copied computer devices or storage media. 

3. Any evidence concerning the.identities or locations of those persons with access to, 
control over, or ownership of the seized or copied computer devices or storage media. 

C. Review of ESI 

Following seizure of any computer devices and storage media and/or the creation of 
forensic image copies, law enforcement personnel (which may include, in addition to law 
enforcement officers and agents, attorneys for the government, attorney support staff, agency 
persoimel assisting the government in this investigation, and outside technical experts under 
government control) are authorized to review the ESI contained therein for information responsive 
to the warrant. 

In conducting this review, law enforcement personnel may use various techniques to locate 
information responsive to the warrant, including, for example: 

• surveying various file “directories” and the individual files they contain (analogous to 
looking at the outside of a file cabinet for the markings it contains and opening a drawer 
believed to contain pertinent files); 

• opening or cursorily reading the first few “pages” of such files in order to determine 
their precise contents; 

• scanning storage areas to discover and possibly recover recently deleted files or 
deliberately hidden files; 

• performing key word searches through all electronic storage areas to determine whether 
occurrences of language contained in such storage areas exist that are intimately related 
to the subject matter of the investigation; and 

• reviewing metadata, system information, configuration files, registry data, and any 
other information reflecting how, when, and by whom the computer was used. 
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Law enforcement personnel will make reasonable efforts to search only for files, 
documents, or other electronically stored information within the categories identified in Sections 
11. A and II.B of this Attachment. However, law enforcement personnel are authorized to conduct 
a complete review of all the ESI from seized devices or storage media if necessary to evaluate its 
contents and to locate all data responsive to the warrant. 

Additionally, review of the items described in this Attachment shall be conducted pursuant to 
established procedures designed to collect evidence in a manner reasonably designed to protect 
any attorney-client or other applicable privilege. When appropriate, the procedures shall include 
use of a designated “filter team,” separate and apart from the investigative team, in order to 
address potential privileges. 
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AO 93 (SONY Rev. 05/10) Search and Seizure Warrant 


United States District Court 

for the 

Southern District of New York 


In the Matter of the Search of ) 

(Briefly describe the property to be searched ) 

or identify the person by name and address) ^ Case No. 

Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, Room 1628, ^ 

New York, New York 10065, and any closed 
containers/items contained therein, See Attachment A ^ 

SEARCH AND SEIZURE WARRANT 

To: Any authorized law enforcement officer 

An application by a federal law enforcement officer or an attorney for the government requests the search 
of the following person or property located in the Southern District of _ New York 

(identify the person or describe the property to be searched and give its location)'. 

Loews Regency Hotel, 540 Park Avenue, Room 1628 (a suite encompassing rooms 1628, 1629, and 1630) 
(collectively, “Room 1628”), New York, New York 10065, and any closed containers/items contained therein, See 
Attachment A 

The person or property to be searched, described above, is believed to conceal (identify the person or describe the 
property to be seized)'. 

See Attachment A 


I find that the affidavit(s), or any recorded testimony, establish probable cause to search and seize the person or 


property. 


YOU ARE COMMANDED to execute this warrant on or before 1 L -1 


(not to exceed 14 days) 

Sf in the daytime 6:00 a.m. to 10 p.m. □ at any time in the day or night as I find reasonable cause has been 

established. 


Unless delayed notice is authorized below, you must give a copy of the warrant and a receipt for the property 
taken to the person from whom, or from whose premises, the property was taken, or leave the copy and receipt at the 
place where the property was taken. 

The officer executing this warrant, or an officer present during the execution of the warrant, must prepare an 
inventory as required by law and promptly return this warrant and inventory to the Clerk of the Court. 

□ Upon its return, this warrant and inventory should be filed under seal by the Clerk of the Court._ 

USMJ Initials 

□ I find that immediate notification may have an adverse result listed in 18 U.S.C. § 2705 (except for delay 

of trial), and authorize the officer executing this warrant to delay notice to the person who, or whose property, will be 
searched or seized (check the appropriate box) Gfor _days (not to exceed 30). 

□until, the facts justifying, the later specific date of _ 


Date and time issued: (“S "7 t § j 


1 ^ 


1 ' 



1 

1 Judge's signature 


City and state: New York. NY 


Hon. Henry B. Pitman. U.S. Magistrate Judge 

Printed name and title 
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AO 93 (Rev. 01/09) Search and Seizure Warrant (Page 2) 



Return 


Case No.: 

Date and time warrant executed: 

Copy of warrant and inventory left with: 

Inventory made in the presence of: 


Inventory of the property taken and name of any person(s) seized: 



Certification 


I declare under penalty of perjury that this inventory is correct and was returned along with the original warrant 
to the Court. 


Date: _ _ 

Executing officer *s signature 


Printed name and title 
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ATTACHMENT A 

I. Premises to be Searched—Subject Premises-4 

The premises to be searched (“Subject Premises-4”) are described as follows, and include 
electronic devices, and all locked and closed containers found therein; 

Room 1628 (a suite encompassing rooms 1628, 1629, and 1630) (collectively, “Room 
1628”), located inside the Loews Regency Hotel at 540 Park Avenue, New York, New York 
10065. The building is a luxury hotel located on Park Avenue and 61st Street. Subject Premises- 
4 is located on the 16th floor of the hotel. 

II. Items to Be Seized 

A. Evidence, Fruits, and Instrumentalities of the Subject Offenses 

The items to be seized from Subject Premises-4 are evidence, fruits, and instrumentalities 
of violations of 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 (conspiracy, as it pertains to the other Subject Offenses), 1005 
(false bank entries), 1014 (false statements to a financial institution), 1343 (wire fraud), and 1344 
(bank fraud), and 52 U.S.C. §§ 30116(a)(1)(A) and 30109(d)(l)(A)(l) (illegal campaign 
contributions) (the “Subject Offenses”), described as follows: 

a. Evidence relating to Sterling National Bank, Melrose Credit Union, and/or taxi 
medallions, from January 1, 2013 to the present. 

b. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement for Michael Cohen and/or 
entities associated with him to transfei^n^ntere^in taxi medallions, and any associated debts or 
liabilities, to others, including to^^^^^^^^^|md/or entities associated with him. 

c. Evidence relating to a plan, proposal, or agreement to modify loans that Cohen has 
with Sterling and/or Melrose. 

d. Evidence relating to Essential Consultants, EEC, including any documents that 
indicate the nature and purpose of payments made to or from Essential Consultants or the nature 
of any work done by Cohen or any other individuals in connection with Essential Consultants. 

e. Evidence of income to Michael D. Cohen & Associates, including any documents 
that indicate the nature and purpose of payments made to or from Michael D. Cohen & Associates, 
or evidence of the purpose of accounts opened in the name of Michael D. Cohen & Associates. 

f. Evidence relating to Cohen’s net worth, available cash and cash equivalents, 
monthly and annual income, income sources, and other assets, whether held personally or through 
entities, including tax returns, personal financial statements, and bank records, from January 1, 
2013 to the present. 

g. Evidence relating to agreement s, loans, and/or financial timsaction^etween 
Cohen and ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^and/or 
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1, 2012 to the present. 


and any payments by 



to Cohen, from January 


h. Evidence relating to payments to Stephanie Clifford, Karen McDougal, or their 
agents or legal representatives, including any nondisclosure agreements and related documents, 
and any communications related to such agreements. 


i. Evidence of communications involving Michael Cohen, Donald Trump and/or 
agents or associates of the Trump Campaign about Stephanie Clifford or Karen McDougal, or 
payments to Stephanie Clifford or Karen McDougal. 


j. Evidence of communications between Michael Cohen and American Media, Inc., 
David Pecker, and/or Dylan Howard about Donald Trump, the Trump Campaign, Stephanie 
Clifford, and/or Karen McDougal. 

k. Evidence relating to Cohen’s role in the Trump Campaign, and coordination or 
consultation with the Trump Campaign. 

l. Evidence of communications with Donald Trump and/or agents or associates of the 
Trump Campaign about the Access Hollywood tape and other potential sources of negative 
publicity involving Trump’s relationship in the run up to the election. 


m. Evidence relating to any reimbursement or other promises made to Cohen for 
payment to Clifford or others in connection with the election. 

n. Evidence relating to Cohen’s knowledge of the campaign finance laws, campaign 
contribution reporting requirements, and campaign contribution limits. 


o. Communications with others, including Jeffrey Getzel and/or other accountants, 
relating to Cohen’s bank accounts, taxes, debts, and/or finances, from January 1, 2013 to the 
present. 


p. Communications, records, documents, and other files reflecting false 
representations to a financial institution related to the intended purpose of an account or loan at 
that financial institution; the nature of any business or entity associated with an account at a 
financial institution; the source of funds flowing into an account; or the purpose or nature of any 
financial transactions involving that financial institution, from January 1, 2013 to the present. 

q. Evidence of Cohen’s intent as it relates to the Subject Offenses under investigation. 

B. Search and Seizure of Electronically Stored Information 

The items to be seized from Subject Premises-4 also include any computer devices and 
storage media that may contain any electronically stored information falling within the categories 
set forth in Section II.A of this Attachment above, including, but not limited to, a MacBook Pro, 
any other desktop and laptop computers, any Apple iPhone or other cellphone or smartphone 
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belonging to Michael Cohen or in his possession, an Apple iPad Mini, portable hard drives, disk 
drives, thumb drives, and personal digital assistants. In lieu of seizing any such computer devices 
or storage media, this warrant also authorizes the copying of such devices or media for later review. 

The items to be seized from Subject Premises-4 also include: 

1. Any items or records needed to access the data stored on any seized or copied 
computer devices or storage media, including but not limited to any physical keys, encryption 
devices, or records of login credentials, passwords, private encryption keys, or similar information. 

2. Any items or records that may facilitate a forensic examination of the computer 
devices or storage media, including any hardware or software manuals or other information 
concerning the configuration of the seized or copied computer devices or storage media. 

3. Any evidence concerning the identities or locations of those persons with access to, 
control over, or ownership of the seized or copied computer devices or storage media. 

C. Review of ESI 

Following seizure of any computer devices and storage media and/or the creation of 
forensic image copies, law enforcement personnel (which may include, in addition to law 
enforcement officers and agents, attorneys for the government, attorney support staff, agency 
persormel assisting the government in this investigation, and outside technical experts under 
government control) are authorized to review the ESI contained therein for information responsive 
to the warrant. 

In conducting this review, law enforcement personnel may use various techniques to locate 
information responsive to the warrant, including, for example: 

• surveying various file “directories” and the individual files they contain (analogous to 
looking at the outside of a file cabinet for the markings it contains and opening a drawer 
believed to contain pertinent files); 

• opening or cursorily reading the first few “pages” of such files in order to determine 
their precise contents; 

• scanning storage areas to discover and possibly recover recently deleted files or 
deliberately hidden files; 

• performing key word searches through all electronic storage areas to determine whether 
occurrences of language contained in such storage areas exist that are intimately related 
to the subject matter of the investigation; and 

• reviewing metadata, system information, configuration files, registry data, and any 
other information reflecting how, when, and by whom the computer was used. 
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Law enforcement personnel will make reasonable efforts to search only for files, 
documents, or other electronically stored information within the categories identified in Sections 
II.A and II.B of this Attachment. However, law enforcement personnel are authorized to conduct 
a complete review of all the ESI from seized devices or storage media if necessary to evaluate its 
contents and to locate all data responsive to the warrant. 

Additionally, review of the items described in this Attachment shall be conducted pursuant to 
established procedures designed to collect evidence in a manner reasonably designed to protect 
any attorney-client or other applicable privilege. When appropriate, the procedures shall include 
use of a designated “filter team,” separate and apart from the investigative team, in order to 
address potential privileges. 
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